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The House met at 9 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mrs. WILSON).

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
July 20, 1999.

I hereby appoint the Honorable HEATHER
WILSON to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

MORNING HOUR DEBATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 19, 1999, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates. The Chair will
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to 25 min-
utes, and each Member, except the ma-
jority leader, the minority leader, or
the minority whip, limited to 5 min-
utes, but in no event shall debate ex-
tend beyond 9:50 a.m.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5
minutes.

NAFTA/BORDER CROSSING

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker,
part of the challenge of a livable com-
munity is to help people compete in
and adjust to the new global economy.
Trade in North America is an impor-
tant part of that challenge. Since the
passage of the North American Free
Trade Agreement, the commerce be-
tween Mexico and the United States
has grown from $80 billion to about $200
billion and is steadily rising. In part, it
could be said to be working.

But there are some points of serious
challenge that are hidden in the statis-
tics about commerce. | am particularly
concerned about lax cross-border cross-
ing controls that put the driving public
at risk and put United States trucking
and passenger transport at a competi-
tive disadvantage.

There are some very serious prob-
lems, the most significant of which is
that Mexican enforcement programs
are still virtually nonexistent 5 years
after the enactment of NAFTA. And
according to the Inspector General, our
own United States Department of
Transportation does not, and | quote,
‘“. .. have a consistent enforcement
program that provides reasonable as-
surance of the safety of Mexican trucks
entering the United States.”

Furthermore, should the moratorium
on cross-border trucking be lifted in
the near term, our Department of
Transportation is not ready to reason-
ably enforce the United States’ safety
regulation on Mexican carriers. Few of
the 11,000 trucks now crossing daily
into the United States are inspected,
and almost one-half of those which are
inspected have problems so serious
they must be immediately ordered off
the road. Yet, it is not clear even those
ordered off the road comply.

Also, the Department of Transpor-
tation and State inspectors do not rou-
tinely provide inspection coverage on
evenings or weekends, thereby allowing
thousands of trucks to enter the
United States without even the threat
of possible inspection.

It is not just a problem dealing with
trucking. Mexican buses and passenger
vans pose a serious threat to highway
safety, with low inspection rates and
an out-of-service rate twice as high as
United States buses.

Under recently enacted TEA 21, $124
million of infrastructure was allocated
for border and trade corridor invest-
ment. There is certainly the need and
there are resources available. The DOT

should use the $10 million per year in
TEA 21 for national priority and border
safety enforcement activities to sta-
tion staff at the border and to assist
State border oversight efforts.

Moreover, Texas and Arizona border
inspection facilities and staffing are
woefully inadequate. Neither State has
permanent truck inspection facilities
at the border, even though 76 percent
of cross-border truck traffic entering
the United States comes through those
two States.

The issue goes beyond just simply
what happens at those borders. There
are 24 other non-border States that the
Inspector General found where over 600
inspection records suggest that 68
motor carriers domiciled in Mexico op-
erated illegally outside the permitted
United States commercial zones.

| feel very strongly, as a person who
supports free trade, and | would have
voted for NAFTA had | been in Con-
gress at that time, because my area
and increasingly the United States
economy is contingent upon free and
open trade activity, but there is no ex-
cuse for us to have at risk our environ-
mental and safety laws.

This week over 30 of my colleagues
are calling upon the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure
chairman, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. SHUSTER), and the rank-
ing member, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), to consider
convening hearings on these serious
cross-border problems associated with
commercial vehicles and NAFTA.
Being able to focus on the problem, and
more important, to be able to bring the
United States’ action to bear, both on
the Federal level and the State level, is
critical if we are going to fully realize
the promise of free trade without put-
ting our Nation’s citizens and our envi-
ronmental laws at risk.

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., OO 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.

Printed on recycled paper.

H5841



H5842

COMMEMORATING THE THIRTIETH
ANNIVERSARY OF THE APOLLO
11 MOON LANDING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. WELDON) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Madam
Speaker, 30 years ago today history
was made. For the first time homo
sapiens took their first steps on a new
world. Thirty years ago today, Amer-
ican know-how and technological
might was demonstrated in a way that
benefited every human on this planet.
Thirty years ago we aimed higher than
ever and accomplished that goal.

The names Michael Collins, Buzz
Aldrin, and Neal Armstrong will for-
ever be etched in the edifice of human
history, next to the names of Columbus
and Lindbergh.

We all know the phrases, ‘“The Eagle
has landed,” and “That’s one small
step for a man, one giant leap for man-
kind.”” Most of us can remember where
we were at the time when the Eagle did
make that landing. The magic of tele-
vision helped us all feel like we were
part of what was going on on the Moon.

I remember well where | was. | sat in
my living room with my mother and
father and my three sisters, each of us
glued to the television set in disbelief
that we had actually lived to see peo-
ple, humans, setting foot on another
planet.

Qur efforts into space have an un-
canny ability to unite all people and
excite the imagination like nothing
else. One of the privileges that | have
had in serving in this position is the
opportunity to travel and meet many
teachers, and they all tell me, the
thing that they find that most excites
their young students to study math
and science is our space program, par-
ticularly our manned spaceflight pro-
gram.

As we all know, today in America the
majority of the new high-paying jobs
are being created in high technology
industries like the computing industry,
and those jobs are dependent on Amer-
ica producing young people ready to go
into the workplace with skills in math
and science.

Indeed, the computing industry is so
big that it is generating jobs for art-
ists, for marketers, and for other peo-
ple who do not traditionally study in
the sciences. Many of these jobs are de-
pendent on motivating our kids. There
is nothing that motivates our Kkids
more than our space program.

Today | am proud to say that the
shuttle Columbia is now preparing to
leave the Earth later this week on a
mission to deploy a new space-based
telescope, a telescope that will aid in
our understanding of our place in the
universe.

Madam Speaker, we should be proud
of our space program, and on this day,
the 30th anniversary of the first
manned lunar mission, we should con-
tinue and remember to support our
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space program to the fullest extent
possible.

PRICE DIFFERENTIALS IN PRE-
SCRIPTION DRUGS ARE A FORM
OF PRICE DISCRIMINATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. WISE) is recognized dur-
ing morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. WISE. Today | am releasing the
results of a report that we have done, a
study that we have done, an inter-
national comparison of retail prescrip-
tion drug prices and the rate that West
Virginia senior citizens pay versus
what a citizen would pay in Mexico or
Canada for the same prescription drug.

The results are astounding. What we
have concluded is that West Virginia
senior citizens, and incidentally, this is
true for all senior citizens across the
country, West Virginia senior citizens
pay significantly higher retail prices
for prescription drugs than consumers
in either Canada or Mexico.

This also applies to other nations as
well. We chose Canada and Mexico as
ones that we could survey easily. For
instance, in Canada, West Virginia sen-
ior citizens will pay, on the average,
the average retail price difference will
be 99 percent more for certain prescrip-
tion drugs than the Canadian citizen
will pay. A West Virginia senior citizen
will pay 94 percent more than a citizen
in Mexico for the same drug.

We took five prescription drugs, and
these are not generic medications, five
prescription drugs that are the five
patented non-generic drugs with the
highest annual sales to senior citizens
in 1997. They are Zocor, Prilosec,
Procardia XL, Zoloft, and Norvasc.

If we look at just the top two, Zocor,
these are prescription drugs that our
senior citizens need the most and buy
the most. If we look at Zocor, the Ca-
nadian retail price for the particular
dosage is $46.14. If we look at the Mexi-
can retail price, $63.15 cents. If we look
at the West Virginia senior citizen out-
of-pocket price, it is $114.48. Prilosec,
that is $54.87 to the Canadian con-
sumer, $39.47 to the Mexican consumer,
and $127.34 to the West Virginia con-
sumer.

So the price differential, once again,
between Canada and West Virginia is
132 percent, between Mexico and West
Virginia is 223 percent, as illustrated in
the chart | have here, with Canadian
price in blue, the Mexican price in red,
and the West Virginia senior citizen
price in beige.

We looked at two other medications
as well, Synthroid and Micronase. We
found in those particular cases that
West Virginia consumers would be pay-
ing three times, and in one case as
much as nine times, more than their
Canadian and Mexican counterparts.
This simply is not fair, Madam Speak-
er. Senior citizens in West Virginia
should not have to go to Toronto or Ti-
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juana to do their prescription drug
buying. Why is it that Zocor costs
more for a senior citizen in Martins-
burg or Maronette, West Virginia, than
it does for a citizen in Montreal or
Mexico City?

Two weeks ago | issued a report com-
paring prices that a West Virginia sen-
ior citizen would pay versus what the
prescription drug companies were
charging their most favored customers,
HMOs, insurance companies, and the
Federal Government. The results were
exactly the same. It does not matter
where we are, apparently, in the world,
maybe in the universe, but if you are a
West Virginia senior citizen, you are
going to be paying more out of pocket
than the favored customers who nego-
tiate lower rates with the prescription
drug companies, or even consumers in
foreign countries.

| object what some are going to say.
They are going to say, but, Congress-
man, the production cost of that medi-
cation is different in Mexico or Con-
necticut or wherever else it is being
purchased. GAO looked at this in 1992
and concluded that production and dis-
tribution and research and develop-
ment costs did not account for this
large price differential; that indeed, it
was simply a markup.

Indeed, |1 question whether the pre-
scription drug companies are even
spreading those research and develop-
ment costs across the entire world con-
sumer base. My study shows, and inci-
dentally, let me just thank very much
the gentleman from California (Mr.
WAXMAN), the ranking member of the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight, and his staff who provided
much of the background and did much
of the analysis for this study.

What our study shows, though, is
that people who need the prescription
drugs the most, the senior citizens in
our country, and who have the least
ability to pay end up paying the most.
Why? Because the prescription drug
companies engage in differential pric-
ing. These folks, the senior citizens,
are the ones who pay out of pocket.
They are the ones who are paying the
bulk of this.

Mine is not the only report that il-
lustrates this. Look at the Canadian
Patented Medicine Price Report. |
would just say in closing, Madam
Speaker, that clearly West Virginia
senior citizens are paying far too much
out of pocket for the same prescrip-
tions that their counterparts are pay-
ing in other parts of the country and
the world.

WILL WE SQUANDER OUR
SURPLUSES?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. STEARNS) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Speaker, | am
sure everybody this morning has heard
all about the surpluses we have here.
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We have had the Office of Management
and Budget, which is the arm of the
White House, indicate that there will
be $1 trillion in surpluses over the next
15 years, and we have heard informa-
tion from the CBO, which is the arm of
Congress, also saying there will be a
huge amount of surpluses.

My concern this morning is that the
spending that we are talking about
here in Congress is increasing, and I
hear all the new programs that the
President is proposing, so | am con-
cerned. | thought I would bring my
concerns to the floor today to discuss
with my colleagues a couple of things
we should concern ourselves with.

When the Congressional Budget Of-
fice and the Office of Management and
Budget made their forecast, they used
the assumption that none of the spend-
ing increases would break the budget
caps; that is, the spending limits set by
the 1997 Balanced Budget Agreement
would be held intact.

I think we all know here this morn-
ing that we have already broken the
budget caps in some ways, and many of
us feel that, in certain areas, we
should. But there are several factors
that must be in place in order for these
optimistic forecasts that CBO and OMB
have projected to become reality.

Besides holding within the caps from
the 1997 Balanced Budget Agreement,
there is a built-in assumption in both
these organizations that the economy
will continue to chug along with a
growth rate of 2.5 percent a year until
the year 2008. In other words, there is
nothing built in in that case that we
have a recession. Maybe we will not
have a recession, but there is a possi-
bility that if we do not have a reces-
sion, at least the economy will slow
down.

Madam Speaker, today we have two
assumptions that are built into the
CBO and the OMB’s projection; one,
that we will stay within the budget
caps, and two, no recession or eco-
nomic downturn will occur over 10
years, possibly 15 years. My colleagues,
both of those assumptions are difficult
to believe under today’s realities.

The 1997 budget agreement set tight
spending controls on the growth of dis-
cretionary spending. Discretionary
spending accounts for a great deal of
the spending by the Federal Govern-
ment, and the portion of the budget
that the folks here in Congress can
control. It includes but is not limited
to such items as the Department of
Education, the FBI, disaster relief, and
all these other programs.

If we adhere to the spending caps,
then everything will be fine, but that is
a big if. As | mentioned earlier, the
only problem is that Congress is al-
ready having a difficult time in keep-
ing it within the limits set by the Bal-
anced Budget Act of 1997. Is it realistic
to think that in the year 2009, that is
part of the projection of these organi-
zations, that there will only be an 11
percent increase in spending? That is
just a little over 1 percent a year.
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Let us go back in history and take a
look at how that compares to what we
did in the last 11 years. From 1987 to
1998, discretionary spending rose by 75
percent. That is just a little under 7
percent. So | say to my colleagues,
even the projection that these organi-
zations are providing and we in Con-
gress are assuming, that discretionary
spending will increase by 1 percent, is
not accurate, because in the past it has
been almost 7 percent.

So we have some real difficulties that
are looming before us. The appropri-
ators have already indicated they can-
not stay within the limits imposed by
the 1997 budget. Therefore, if domestic
spending should begin to rise, then the
interest payments on the debt will not
decline. If the surplus starts to decline,
then the debt in turn will increase, and
interest payments will continue to in-
crease, also.

In conclusion, Madam Speaker, the
two assumptions that CBO and OMB
have used have great validity only if
they come true. The first assumption is
that we will stay within the budget
caps. As we know, we have already bro-
ken the budget caps in certain areas,
and | expect we will probably break
them again.

The second assumption is that there
will be no recession in the next 10 to 15
years. That too is not realistic. | cau-
tion my colleagues that we need to try,
as much as possible, to control spend-
ing because | think the Balanced Budg-
et Agreement set us on the right
course. | hope we will not deviate, and
try to restrain spending.

I call upon the President also. For
every new program that he offers us, he
has to come up with a way to offset it.
We must hold the line on spending, and
if we do these things, hold the line on
spending and continue to reduce taxes,
I think that we can look at surplus
into the future.

AN IRRESPONSIBLE FINANCIAL
FREEDOM ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DOGGETT) is recognized dur-
ing morning hour debates for 4 min-
utes.

Mr. DOGGETT. Madam Speaker, let
me just say that | want to associate
myself fully with the remarks just
made by my Republican colleague, the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS).
He made some excellent points.

Though it may not have been in-
tended, | think he makes a very com-
pelling case for how extremely irre-
sponsible the Republican so-called Fi-
nancial Freedom Act is that is to be
presented on this floor tomorrow.

I, as a person who has for the last
several sessions been among the lead-
ing deficit hawks, according to the
Concord Coalition, refer to the com-
ments of the founders of that organiza-
tion, Warren Rudman, a former Repub-
lican Senator who wrote just within
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the last week remarks very similar to
our Republican colleague, the gen-
tleman from Florida, in saying that
the surplus is only a projection that
cannot be spent.

If spending is increased, and he adds
something my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Florida, failed to men-
tion, our taxes are cut based on the ex-
pectation of large surpluses, and the
projection turns out to be wrong, defi-
cits easily could reappear where sur-
pluses are now forecast. Most econo-
mists have therefore advised that the
best thing to do with the surplus is to
pay down the debt, or to deal with this
problem of the retirement security
through security accounts.

I believe that is correct. If we are to
dissipate a surplus that may not even
exist over the course of the next 10
years, we will be back into the years of
Reagan red ink, where we have more
and more deficits which we are finally,
through responsible policies, being able
to work ourselves out of.

I think, though there is substantial
competition in this Congress, it is very
difficult to find anything more irre-
sponsible than the so-called Financial
Freedom Act. It is really a bill that
ought to be called ““the Freedom From
Financial Reality Act,” because it dis-
regards the very realities our col-
league, the gentleman from Florida,
has just been pointing to.

This bill proposes to have essentially
a $1 trillion tax cut. It is the equiva-
lent, in terms of financial responsi-
bility, of our Republican colleagues pi-
loting the SS Titanic through the defi-
cits ahead, and the dance band playing
the tune of “We don’t believe in ice-
bergs,”” or in this case, ‘“We don’t be-
lieve in deficits.”

So irresponsible has their path been
that they now find themselves pro-
posing to reduce their own tax cut |
think it is by approximately $72 bil-
lion, because they have exceeded their
own irresponsible budget resolution, as
noted by our colleagues across the Cap-
itol.

But shaving off $72 billion from a bill
that is as irresponsible as the one our
House Republican colleagues have pro-
posed is little more than the equivalent
of tossing the deck chairs off the Ti-
tanic after the iceberg has been hit.

We face very perilous times if this
Republican proposal is advanced, be-
cause it threatens the very security of
our economic expansion. We have an
unparalleled economic expansion going
on at present in this country. Families
all throughout this Nation have bene-
fited in varying degrees, many just now
beginning to share in the benefits of
this economic expansion, and to
threaten that by going back to the old
deficit approach | think would be a real
mistake.

It is that same threat of irresponsible
action in this Republican tax bill that
also jeopardizes our ability to assure
the security of Medicare and social se-
curity, and to address the concerns
that our colleague, the gentleman from



H5844

West Virginia, just raised about the
lack of prescription drugs and the dis-
crimination against seniors with ref-
erence to prescription drugs.

All of these issues are at stake in
this battle over the Republican tax
bill. Indeed, it is not only our col-
league, the gentleman from Florida,
but the chairman of the Federal Re-
serve Board, Alan Greenspan, who has
addressed this issue as he came before
our Committee on Ways and Means.

He had pointed out that, “It would be
a serious mistake to avoid reducing the
surpluses and to yield to the short-
term political temptation of a tax
cut.” | urge the rejection of this Re-
publican mistake.

SECURE MEDICARE AND SOCIAL
SECURITY BEFORE GIVING TAX
CUTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. NEAL) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 4 min-
utes.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Madam
Speaker, | would just like to question,
if | could, the gentleman from Texas
for 1 moment.

I ask the gentleman, was it not the
underlying assumption of the previous
speaker, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. STEARNS) suggesting that long-
term economic projections are notori-
ously unreliable?

Mr. DOGGETT. Madam Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. | yield
to the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. DOGGETT. Indeed, he made the
point quite well that so many econo-
mists share in, that we cannot count
on those surpluses. They depend on ev-
erything, including the weather, and
they are about as reliable as the weath-
er report for 10 years from now.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Madam
Speaker, it seemed to me to be star-
tling to suggest, and | agree with him,
incidentally, that we would project
surpluses for the next 10 to 15 years
based upon current economic assump-
tions.

Mr. DOGGETT. Absolutely out-
rageous, and Chairman Greenspan
shared that concern also. That is why
he emphasized in unequivocal terms
that this Republican tax proposal
would be a mistake, and pointed to the
advantages that he said would accrue
to the economy from a significant de-
cline in the outstanding debt to the
public; that that is the kind of thing
that can keep our expansion going and
can help us to secure social security
and Medicare.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. | ask
the gentleman, these suggestions are
being made in advance of having solved
the Medicare and social security prob-
lem; is that correct?

Mr. DOGGETT. Indeed, this proposed
Financial Freedom Act, the Freedom
From Reality Act, proposes about a $1
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trillion cut in the next 10 years, and
then, as those baby boomers are really
beginning to demand and need social
security and Medicare, it explodes in
the next 10 years another $2 or $3 tril-
lion. These numbers do get so big, but
we are talking not about billions but
trillions of dollars that are likely to be
additional debt at the very time many
Americans are retiring and need social
security and Medicare.

That is why | think Chairman Green-
span, not only in answer to my ques-
tions, but just to turn the chart
around, answered a specific question
about the very kind of proposal, an
outrageously irresponsible proposal,
the Republicans have presented.

A Republican colleague, asking in
front of the committee that approved
this bill, “Would you support, say, the
proposal being touted currently for a 10
percent across-the-board reduction in
tax rates?”” And Chairman Greenspan
says, ‘“Well, Congressman, as | said at
the beginning, my first preference is to
allow the surplus to run, because I
think that the benefit to the economy
through the strength of increasing sav-
ings is a very important priority for
this country.”

We are concerned as Democrats not
with spending but saving, saving the
economic expansion we have, saving
Medicare, and saving social security.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Madam
Speaker, what we are essentially say-
ing here on the Democratic side is this:
we are not against tax cuts. We are
simply suggesting that once we certify
that social security and Medicare have
been fixed for the next | think 65 years
on the social security side and 35-plus
years on the Medicare side, as certified
by the trustees and actuaries of both
those programs, then we are saying
that we want to be able to entertain
the notion perhaps of modest tax cuts,
as proposed by President Clinton and
the Democratic alternative.

Mr. DOGGETT. Absolutely. And |
know we will hear shortly about a
Democratic alternative to try to pro-
vide some fairness to middle-class
workers in this country and families. |
know the gentleman himself has intro-
duced a proposal to try to simplify this
complicated web called the Internal
Revenue Code.

We have a number of creative Demo-
cratic proposals to try to get a little
fairness for the people that are out
there trying to hold their families to-
gether and earn a middle-class income.
But to give it all to those at the top of
the economic ladder, one-third of the
benefits to individuals in this Repub-
lican bill go to families that earn over
$200,000 a year, so that is not the typ-
ical middle-class family. They want to
just let a little dribble down to the rest
of us. But | think that is not the right
approach.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. As is al-
ways the case, it is a question of prior-
ities, is it not?

Mr. DOGGETT. Absolutely.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. We are
suggesting that Medicare and social se-
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curity come first and then we can talk
about tax cuts, or as the gentleman has
indicated, | think, accurately so, what
we are saying is, do not disturb the
current economic growth that we have
in anticipation of something that
might not ever occur, massive budget
surpluses.

Mr. DOGGETT. Do not bet on the
come, stick with economic reality.

THE DEMOCRAT PLAN FOR A
FAIRER BUDGET AND TAX PLAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RANGEL) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 3 minutes.

Mr. RANGEL. Madam Speaker, after
listening to the observations of my col-
leagues, | cannot believe that the ma-
jority is serious in saying that they
have to take this surplus and convert
it into a tax cut because the people in
Washington would surely spend it.

I do not know whether they can
count, and even though it is true that
the number does dwindle day by day,
but the truth is that they are in the
majority. So if basically what they are
saying is, stop me before | hurt the
country, it is too late. They have al-
ready done that.

But in years ago, before the Repub-
licans had the majority, a tax bill was
not a political document, it was some-
thing that we would have for economic
growth, to give assistance to the Amer-
ican people. Now we find that, through
no fault of this Congress, there is going
to be a baby boomer crop coming in
2015. People are going to mature, they
are going to be eligible for social secu-
rity, eligible for Medicare, and we have
the ability among us to really take
care of that unexpected booming
course that we are going to have.

But instead of talking about that,
these Republicans are talking about
putting their foot in the door, as the
gentleman pointed out, not just for the
next 10 years but for the 10 years that
follow that, that is going to go into
trillions of dollars.

We cannot challenge them because
they have the votes. We cannot chal-
lenge them because there are no com-
mittee meetings. We cannot challenge
them because we do not go into caucus
to discuss what they are doing. But one
thing is certain, that the minority will
be presenting a fairer package to the
American people, one that includes
taking care of the social security sys-
tem, taking care of Medicare, and mak-
ing certain that we reduce the Federal
debt, as well as target a relief for the
taxpayer.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Madam
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RANGEL. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Madam
Speaker, I would ask the gentleman
from New York, is it his projection and
the position of the Democratic minor-
ity that what we are really discussing
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is the repair of social security and
Medicare first and debt reduction, and
then tax cuts?

Mr. RANGEL. It is the only respon-
sible thing to do. We want tax cuts like
anyone else, but the American people
want to make certain that we have
taken care of the social security sys-
tem, we have taken care of Medicare,
we have taken care of prescription
drugs, reduced the Federal debt the
best we can, and give an equitable tax
cut.

Mr. DOGGETT. Madam Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. RANGEL. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. DOGGETT. As the soon-to-be
chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means himself, would the gen-
tleman from New York expect that this
year it would be possible to have a few
fully paid for, not taken out of social
security, but fully paid for tax cuts
that could be targeted to help middle-
class families?

Mr. RANGEL. There is no question, if
we were talking about education, if we
were talking about long-term health
care, if we were talking about day care,
if we were talking about removing the
pains of the marriage penalty, these
things we can and we will do.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. One
quick question: Fix social security
first, Medicare first, and then tax cuts?

Mr. RANGEL. You got it.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There
being no further requests for morning
hour debates pursuant to clause 12,
rule I, the House will stand in recess
until 10 a.m.

Accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 35 min-
utes a.m.) the House stood in recess
until 10 a.m.
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. CALVERT) at 10 a.m.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend James
David Ford, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

For our prayer this day, let us use
the words of Isaac Watts:

O God, our help in ages past, our hope
for years to come, our shelter from the
stormy blast, and our eternal home.

Before the hills in order stood, or
earth received its frame, from ever-
lasting you are God, to endless years
the same.

Time, like an ever-rolling stream,
soon bears us all away; we fly forgot-
ten, as a dream, dies at the opening
day.

O God, our help in ages past, our hope
for years to come, still be our guard
while troubles last, and our eternal
home. Amen.
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THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
MCNuULTY) come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. MCNULTY led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
with an amendment in which the con-
currence of the House is requested, A
bill of the House of the following title:

H.R. 2490. An act making appropriations
for the Treasury Department, the United
States Postal Service, the Executive Office
of the President, and certain Independent
Agencies, for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H.R. 2490) ““An Act making ap-
propriations for the Treasury Depart-
ment, the United States Postal Serv-
ice, the Executive Office of the Presi-
dent, and certain Independent Agen-
cies, for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses,” requests a conference with the
House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr.
CAMPBELL, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. KyL, Mr.
STEVENS, Mr. DORGAN, Ms. MIKULSKI,
and Mr. BYRD, to be the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

PRIVATE CALENDAR
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is
Private Calendar day.
The Clerk will call the first indi-
vidual bill on the Private Calendar.

SUCHADA KWONG

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 322)
for the relief of Suchada Kwong.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 322

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. PERMANENT RESIDENT STATUS FOR
SUCHADA KWONG.

(@ IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub-
sections (a) and (b) of section 201 of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act, Suchada
Kwong shall be eligible for issuance of an im-
migrant visa or for adjustment of status to
that of an alien lawfully admitted for perma-
nent residence upon filing an application for
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issuance of an immigrant visa under section
204 of such Act or for adjustment of status to
lawful permanent resident.

(b) ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS.—If Suchada
Kwong enters the United States before the
filing deadline specified in subsection (c), she
shall be considered to have entered and re-
mained lawfully and shall, if otherwise eligi-
ble, be eligible for adjustment of status
under section 245 of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act as of the date of the enactment
of this Act.

(c) DEADLINE FOR APPLICATION AND PAY-
MENT OF FEES.—Subsections (a) and (b) shall
apply only if the application for issuance of
an immigrant visa or the application for ad-
justment of status is filed with appropriate
fees within 2 years after the date of the en-
actment of this Act.

(d) REDUCTION OF IMMIGRANT VISA NuM-
BER.—Upon the granting of an immigrant
visa or permanent residence to Suchada
Kwong, the Secretary of State shall instruct
the proper officer to reduce by 1, during the
current or next following fiscal year, the
total number of immigrant visas that are
made available to natives of the country of
the alien’s birth under section 203(a) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act or, if appli-
cable, the total number of immigrant visas
that are made available to natives of the
country of the alien’s birth under section
202(e) of such Act.

With the following committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. PERMANENT RESIDENT STATUS FOR
SUCHADA KWONG.

(@) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub-
sections (a) and (b) of section 201 of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act, Suchada Kwong
shall be eligible for issuance of an immigrant
visa or for adjustment of status to that of an
alien lawfully admitted for permanent residence
upon filing an application for issuance of an
immigrant visa under section 204 of such Act or
for adjustment of status to lawful permanent
resident.

(b) ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS.—If Suchada
Kwong enters the United States before the filing
deadline specified in subsection (c), she shall be
considered to have entered and remained law-
fully and shall, if otherwise eligible, be eligible
for adjustment of status under section 245 of the
Immigration and Nationality Act as of the date
of the enactment of this Act.

(c) DEADLINE FOR APPLICATION AND PAYMENT
OF FEES.—Subsections (a) and (b) shall apply
only if the application for issuance of an immi-
grant visa or the application for adjustment of
status is filed with appropriate fees within 2
years after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

(d) REDUCTION OF IMMIGRANT VISA NUMBER.—
Upon the granting of an immigrant visa or per-
manent residence to Suchada Kwong, the Sec-
retary of State shall instruct the proper officer
to reduce by 1, during the current or next fol-
lowing fiscal year, the total number of immi-
grant visas that are made available to natives of
the country of the alien’s birth under section
203(a) of the Immigration and Nationality Act
or, if applicable, the total number of immigrant
visas that are made available to natives of the
country of the alien’s birth under section 202(e)
of such Act.

(e) DENIAL OF PREFERENTIAL IMMIGRATION
TREATMENT FOR CERTAIN RELATIVES.—The nat-
ural parents, brothers, and sisters of Suchada
Kwong shall not, by virtue of such relationship,
be accorded any right, privilege, or status under
the Immigration and Nationality Act.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute was agreed to.
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

RUTH HAIRSTON

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 660)
for the private relief of Ruth Hairston
by waiver of a filing deadline for appeal
from a ruling relating to her applica-
tion for a survivor annuity.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 660

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. WAIVER OF DEADLINE FOR APPEAL.

For purposes of a petition by Mrs. Ruth
Hairston for review of the final order issued
October 31, 1995, by the Merit Systems Pro-
tection Board with respect to its docket
number SF-0831-95-0754-1-1, the 30-day filing
deadline in section 7703(b)(1) of title 5,
United States Code, is waived.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

TRANSFERRING CERTAIN LAND TO
JOHN R. AND MARGARET J. LOWE

The Clerk called the Senate bill (S.
361) to direct the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to transfer to John R. and Mar-
garet J. Lowe of Big Horn County, Wy-
oming, certain land so as to correct an
error in the patent issued to their pred-
ecessors in interest.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the Senate bill as follows:

S. 361

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. TRANSFER OF LOWE FAMILY PROP-
ERTY.

(a) CONVEYANCE.—Subject to valid existing
rights, the Secretary of the Interior is di-
rected to issue, without consideration, a
quitclaim deed to John R. and Margaret J.
Lowe of Big Horn County, Wyoming, to the
land described in subsection (b): Provided,
That all minerals underlying such land are
hereby reserved to the United States.

(b) LAND DESCRIPTION.—The land referred
to in subsection (a) is the approximately 40-
acre parcel located in the SWY%SEYs of Sec-
tion 11, Township 51 North, Range 96 West,
6th Principal Meridian, Wyoming.

The Senate bill was ordered to be
read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

TRANSFERRING TO PERSONAL
REPRESENTATIVE OF ESTATE
OF FRED STEFFENS CERTAIN
LAND COMPRISING THE STEF-
FENS FAMILY PROPERTY

The Clerk called the Senate bill (S.
449) to direct the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to transfer to the personal rep-
resentative of the estate of Fred Stef-
fens of Big Horn County, Wyoming,
certain land comprising the Steffens
family property.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the Senate bill as follows:
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S. 449

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. TRANSFER OF STEFFENS FAMILY
PROPERTY.

(a) CONVEYANCE.—Subject to subsection (b)
and valid existing rights, the Secretary of
the Interior shall issue, without consider-
ation, a quitclaim deed to Marie Wambeke of
Big Horn County, Wyoming, the personal
representative of the estate of Fred Steffens,

to the land described in subsection (c).
(b) RESERVATION OF MINERALS.—AIl min-

erals underlying the land described in sub-
section (c) are reserved to the United States.

(c) LAND DESCRIPTION.—The land described
in this subsection is the parcel comprising
approximately 80 acres and known as ‘“Farm
Unit C” in the EY.NW% of Section 27 in
Township 57 North, Range 97 West, 6th Prin-
cipal Meridian, Wyoming.

(d) REVOCATION OF WITHDRAWAL.—The
withdrawal for the Shoshone Reclamation
Project made by the Bureau of Reclamation
under Secretarial Order dated October 21,
1913, is revoked with respect to the land de-
scribed in subsection (c).

The Senate bill was ordered to be
read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

CONGRATULATIONS TO KEVIN
MILLWOOD

(Mrs. MYRICK asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, thou-
sands of boys in North Carolina’s 9th
Congressional District grow up dream-
ing about playing baseball in the big
leagues. | rise today in honor of one of
these boys, a young man who has made
it to the top. Kevin Millwood, a 1993
graduate of Bessemer City High
School, had a break-out season for the
Richmond Braves in 1997, and he was
called down to Atlanta.

He has been on a tear ever since. This
year he led the Braves’ pitching staff
with an 11 and 5 record and was elected
to the National League team for last
year’s All Star game. Up in Boston, he
continued his dominance, pitching a
scoreless inning in which he allowed
one hit and then retired the side.

So congratulations, Kevin. You are a
positive example for young people to
follow, and we sure are proud of you.

MASSIVE TRADE DEFICITS FOR
U.S.

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, an-
other record one-month trade deficit
approaching $20 billion. That means
there were another 400,000 American
manufacturing high-paying jobs lost
last month.

American workers keep going from
factories to McDonald’s, from steel
mills to service centers, from banks to
bankrupt, and no one in Washington is
even paying attention.

Check it out. Free trade for Mexico,
free trade for Africa, free trade for
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China, free trade for Europe, and mas-
sive trade deficits for the United States
of America.

Beam me up. This is not a trade pol-
icy. This is a giveaway.

I yield back what high-paying jobs
with benefits we have left.

WELCOME HOME TO NEVADA AIR
NATIONAL GUARD, 152ND INTEL-
LIGENCE SQUADRON

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, today |
rise on a special occasion as the mem-
bers of the Nevada International Guard
152nd Intelligence Squadron, activated
to support Operation Allied Force, will
be returning home today.

While activated, the unit members
provided their years of experience in
intelligence-gathering, assisting with
the analysis of reconnaissance imagery
and battle damage assessment. The an-
alysts’ primary focus was analyzing all
the images acquired by the ‘“‘Predator”
Unmanned Aerial Vehicles and some
imagery from the U-2.

The unit was called on because of the
reputation and experience it acquired
from over 30 years in the reconnais-
sance and intelligence arena. Flying
various aircraft, the images it gathered
on its missions were processed, inter-
preted and then fed back to the theater
for mission planning and battle damage
assessment.

The Intelligence unit was previously
deployed during the Persian Gulf War
where its products were used through-
out the war for evaluating the effec-
tiveness of the missions and planning.

On behalf of myself and the State of
Nevada, | would like to welcome our
troops home. Job well done.

DEMOCRATS’ STRATEGY IS TO
BLOCK LEGISLATION

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, just listen
to this quote taken from the Wash-
ington Post recently, “‘It’s not our re-
sponsibility to legislate anymore. It
doesn’t make sense for us to com-
promise.”” End quote. It does not make
sense for us to compromise.

These words come from a leader of
the Democratic Party, the distin-
guished gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. FRANK). It appears that the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts has let the
cat out of the bag. The Democrats have
no intention of working with the Re-
publican majority.

Their strategy is to block all legisla-
tive efforts and then turn around and
blame Republicans, attacking the do-
nothing Congress. Will the fair and bal-
anced media help them in that effort?
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Will they attack Republicans for Re-
publican extremism, a charge we have
heard from the other side thousands of
times since 1995 when Republicans took
over the majority in Congress? Once
again, will the media help them fix this
image in the public’s mind?

DEMOCRATS DO NOT UNDERSTAND
THE REPUBLICAN TAX RELIEF
PACKAGE

(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, why
is it so difficult for the other side to
accurately describe the Republican tax
relief package? Do we need to offer a
prize to the first Democrat to acknowl-
edge that we set aside $2 for Social Se-
curity and Medicare for every $1 of tax
relief.

Do we need to call 60 minutes and
ask them to do a story on the first
Democrat to admit that our budget
contains $2 trillion in debt reduction
over the next 10 years.

Do we need to have a CBO analyst
conduct seminars in their offices in
order to prove that our budget sets
aside 100 percent of retirement surplus
for Social Security and Medicare?

Do we need to hire interns fresh out
of college to draw a picture of the So-
cial Security lock box in order to illus-
trate the concept of locking away the
Social Security surplus?

I ask my colleagues,
what does it take?

Day after day | hear the exact same
line, the same false rhetoric to describe
a Republican proposal that does not
exist. Two years ago, it was Mediscare,
and now this. It is truly sad.

Mr. Speaker,

BALANCED BUDGET AND PAYING
DOWN THE NATIONAL DEBT:
DREAMS COME TRUE

(Mr. EWING asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, when |
came to Congress about 8 years ago, |
had a dream of a balanced budget. That
dream has now come to reality. And
then, | had a dream that maybe we
could pay down our national debt, and
that is happening also.

We should be proud of what we are
doing with our budget. But there are
some problems and some things that
could happen along the way which
might make us get off track. Let us re-
member that we got to the balanced
budget because we limited spending,
reformed welfare, and made our gov-
ernment operate more efficiently. If we
allow spending to move out of control,
if we discard the caps, we will dispose
of the surplus not in tax relief, not in
paying down the debt, but in a bigger
Federal Government.

The debate which we are going to
have about tax relief should include a
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debate on spending controls and on
debt reduction.

CLASS WARFARE

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, tax
cuts for the rich. How often have you
heard it from the Democrat party?
Their big battle cry of class warfare.

Well, let us look at who is the rich.
As | look at the tax package, the tax
reduction package, who is going to ben-
efit? Well, you might be rich if you
want to save for your children’s edu-
cation. You might be rich if you have
two incomes in your household. You
might be rich if you want to have
health care insurance.

You might be rich if your company
or union contributes to a pension fund.
You might be rich if you save for your
retirement. You might be rich if you
have a wedding ring in your future.
You might be rich if you have saved
money and want to be in a position to
pass it on to your children when you
die.

You might be rich if you are a senior
who wants to continue working after
the age of 65. You might be rich if you
care for a senior in your home, and you
might be rich if you have a child in
daycare.

The tax reduction package is aimed
specifically at helping people who fall
into these categories. The marriage tax
relief, estate tax relief, health care tax
credit. All of this is designed for mid-
dle America.

It is a shame that the President and
the Democrat party want to bring a tax
reduction debate down to class warfare.

DO-NOTHING DEMOCRATS

(Mr. ARMEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, the do-
nothing Democrats are at it again.

First, the minority leader, the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT)
let the Washington Post in on his
strategy to do nothing and take the
Democrats out of the legislative proc-
ess. Now we find out that the Democrat
leadership and Education Secretary
Riley have been working feverishly be-
hind the scenes to stop the education
bill that will be considered later today
because of their politics.

The Democrats are divided and con-
fused. The do-nothing Democrats have
become the have-nothing party. They
have no ideas; they have no solutions.
They only have partisan, risky, polit-
ical schemes.

While Democrats fight among them-
selves, the Republican majority is
united in its commitment to work
overtime on behalf of the American
people.

Mr. Speaker, while the Democrats
did nothing, we passed Social Security
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lockbox legislation to ensure retire-
ment security for our seniors. While
the Democrats did nothing, we passed
ballistic missile defense to protect our
national security. While the Democrats
did nothing, we passed the Y2K liabil-
ity reform. While the Democrats do
nothing, we will pass education reform
today that puts better qualified teach-
ers in the classrooms. And while the
Democrats do nothing in the very near
future, Republicans will pass real tax
reform for the American people.

Mr. Speaker, history will regard this
Congress as one of the most productive
in recent times. These same historians
will report that we did all of these
great things without any help whatso-
ever from the do-nothing Democrats.

WHO OWNS THE BUDGET
SURPLUS?

(Mr. SCHAFFER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, the
President said something recently that
captures perfectly the attitude of lib-
erals when it comes to their high-tax
agenda. While in Buffalo, New York,
the President spoke about what should
be done with the projected budget sur-
pluses over the next 15 years. He said,
we could give it all back to you and
hope you spend it right. But, hope you
spend it right. Excuse me? What ex-
actly does the President mean when he
says hope you spend it right. It is the
budget surplus, which is nothing more
than a tax overpayment. It does not be-
long to Washington. It does not belong
to politicians. It does belong to the
people who sent that money to Wash-
ington in the first place.
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It belongs to the taxpayers. They
earned it. It belongs to them. Yes, they
can be trusted to spend it any way they
want.

The idea that the Federal Govern-
ment, of all things, should be trusted
to spend money better than the people
who earned it is simply mind boggling.

WHY ARE TAX CUTS THREAT TO
BUDGET, BUT NEW SPENDING IS
NOT?

(Mr. WELDON of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | have a question for the other side.
It is a simple question, and | guess that
I will not get an answer, it is so simple.

My question is this: Why is a tax cut
a threat to our balanced budget but ad-
ditional spending is not?

Whenever the Democrats propose new
spending programs, which is just about
every day Congress is in session, not a
word is spoken about what that will do
to the deficit.

No mention is made of fiscal dis-
cipline or of tough choices that have to
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be made to get our fiscal house in
order. But as soon as tax cuts are of-
fered by the tax cutting party, that is
the Republican Party, of course the
other side immediately pulls out their
half-serious arguments about blowing a
hole in the deficit and about how
Democrats have been the party of fis-
cal discipline all these years. In a word,
it is nonsense. Spending good; tax cuts
bad. That is their world view, and their
rhetoric reflects it.

So, again, | ask the question: Why
are tax cuts a so-called threat to our
balanced budget, but new spending is
not?

30TH ANNIVERSARY OF LANDING
ON THE MOON

(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, on a lighter note, today, |
think we ought to pause to remember
the triumphant achievement of man’s
first steps on the moon. Thirty years
ago today, my friend, Buzz Aldrin,
landed the lunar module on the surface
of the moon.

Buzz and | went through flying
school together and flew combat in
Korea together. In 1969, while | was in
solitary confinement as a POW in Viet-
nam, Buzz flew over in orbit. We did
not know about it over there, because
the Vietnamese told us the Americans
were not able to land on the moon.
But, Buzz, Neil Armstrong and Michael
Collins proved them wrong, and we
found out about it later.

Buzz was a fellow Air Force flying
pilot, and he remembered us by wear-
ing my POW bracelet and taking an
American flag to the moon for all pris-
oners of war in Vietnam.

Today, Buzz Aldrin, 1 want to say
thank you and thank you to all our as-
tronauts as the Nation celebrates a tre-
mendous accomplishment, a walk on
the moon. Here’s to the future, Buzz,
and to the astronauts who are working
to reach Mars. We salute you. God
bless America.

U.N. PROPOSES TO TAX
AMERICANS ON INTERNET USE

(Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, the U.N. wants to tax Ameri-
cans who use the Internet to pay for
economic development in other coun-
tries. You heard it right. International
bureaucracies at the United Nations
are now proposing an e-mail tax on
Americans.

This news simply boggles the mind.
It is just not enough for liberals in
Washington to tax everything that
moves, every time you turn around, for
every possible reason under the sun.
The U.N., one of the biggest anti-Amer-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

ican organizations around, now wants
to pile on and really stick it to Amer-
ica where it hurts.

Our economy is booming, largely be-
cause of phenomenal growth in high
technology sectors such as the Internet
and computer technology. The U.N.
does not think that is right, and it does
not think it is fair that America is the
world leader in Internet development.
So they want to tax people who send e-
mail.

This administration, which is the
U.N.’s most enthusiastic backer, has
responded in embarrassed silence. But
Republicans think this latest U.N. out-
rage is truly outrageous, and it will
stop it dead in its tracks.

SUPPORT TEACHER
EMPOWERMENT ACT

(Mr. EHLERS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, | am very
pleased today to address the House re-
garding a bill which we will be dis-
cussing this morning and this after-
noon, the Teacher Empowerment Act.

This is going to be one of the most
important bills we consider this Con-
gress, because our purpose here is to
ensure that our children receive a good
education. As important part of that is
going to be a good education in science
and mathematics. That is especially
important for the future of our Nation.

As my colleagues probably know, we
are not currently doing well in science
education in the United States. Com-
pared to other developed countries, we
are near the bottom. That has to
change. Part of this bill will ensure
that our teachers’ abilities to teach
math and science will be enhanced and
increased.

I can think of no better way of secur-
ing America’s future than to vote for
this bill, and thus improve the edu-
cational system of the United States,
particularly with regard to mathe-
matics and science education.

THOUGHTS AND PRAYERS GO OUT
TO KENNEDY FAMILY AND
BESSETTE FAMILY

(Mr. ENGEL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, | just
wanted to take this opportunity to ex-
press my thoughts and prayers to the
Kennedy and Bessette families during
this time of terrible tragedy.

As a New Yorker, I can tell my col-
leagues that John F. Kennedy, Jr.
played a special role in our city. The
way he conducted himself through the
years with grace and dignity is some-
thing that we shall always remember.

Who can ever forget the little boy,
John John, who saluted his father’s
casket on his third birthday. | just felt
that, at this time, | wanted to express
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the feelings of millions upon millions
of Americans who really extend our
grief and wishes and sadness to both
the Kennedy and Bessette families.

The Kennedy family has given so
much to this country. It is very, very
difficult for all of us during this time.
I know that | express the feelings of all
my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle, and | just felt it was very appro-
priate at this time to extend my heart
and my hand to both families during
this time of grief.

IMPROVE SCHOOLS BY
EMPOWERING TEACHERS

(Mr. ROYCE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, a strong
education system is one of the pillars
of a strong America. Our youth deserve
the opportunity to reach their fullest
potential, and it is our responsibility
to provide the necessary resources.

But before we challenge our students
to be the best they can, we must first
challenge our educators to be the best
they can. As long as some classrooms
continue to be staffed by ineffective
teachers who do little more than sat-
isfy a ratio, some students will suffer.

That is why | support the Teacher
Empowerment Act that will be up
today. This bill gives more flexibility
in the use of Federal funds, allowing
teachers to choose the training pro-
grams that best suit their classrooms
needs without sacrificing account-
ability.

This bill also includes funding for
new teachers, but the focus is on qual-
ity over quantity.

I urge my colleagues to empower our
educators for a brighter future and to
vote for passage of the Teacher Em-
powerment Act today.

DESIGNATING THE CHESTNUT-
GIBSON MEMORIAL DOOR

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, | move to suspend the rules
and agree to the concurrent resolution
(H. Con. Res. 158), as amended, desig-
nating the Document Door of the
United States Capitol as the ‘“Memo-
rial Door”’.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. CoN. REs. 158

Whereas on July 24, 1998, a lone gunman
entered the United States Capitol through
the door known as the Document Door, lo-
cated on the first floor of the East Front;

Whereas Officer Jacob Joseph Chestnut
was the first United States Capitol Police of-
ficer to confront the gunman just inside the
Document Door and lost his life as a result;

Whereas Detective John Michael Gibson
also confronted the gunman and lost his life
in the ensuing shootout;

Whereas the last shot fired by Detective
John Gibson—his final act as an officer of
the law—finally brought down the gunman
and ended his deadly rampage;

Whereas while the gunman’s intentions are
not fully known, nor may ever be known, it
is clear that he would have killed more inno-
cent people if United States Capitol Police
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Officer Jacob Chestnut and Detective John
Gibson had not ended the violent rampage;

Whereas the United States Capitol Police
represent true dedication and profes-
sionalism in their duties to keep the United
States Capitol and the Senate and House of
Representatives office buildings safe for all
who enter them;

Whereas the United States Capitol shines
as a beacon of freedom and democracy all
around the world;

Whereas keeping the sacred halls of the
United States Capitol, known as the People’s
House, accessible for all the people of the
United States and the world is a true testa-
ment of Congress and of our Nation’s dedica-
tion to upholding the virtues of freedom;

Whereas the door near where this tragic in-
cident took place has been known as the
Document Door; and

Whereas it is fitting and appropriate that
the Document Door henceforth be known as
the Memorial Door in honor of Officer Jacob
Chestnut and Detective John Gibson: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That the door known as
the Document Door and located on the first
floor of the East Front of the United States
Capitol is designated as the ‘‘Memorial
Door”” in honor of Officer Jacob Joseph
Chestnut and Detective John Michael Gibson
of the United States Capitol Police, who
gave their lives in the line of duty on July
24, 1998, near that door.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CAL-
VERT). Pursuant to the rule, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. FRANKS)
and the gentleman from Mississippi
(Mr. SHows) each will control 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. FRANKS).

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
may consume.

House Concurrent Resolution 158, as
amended, introduced by the Majority
Whip, the Speaker, the Majority Lead-
er, the Minority Leader, the Minority
Whip and other Members of both sides
of the aisle, designates the Document
Door located on the first floor of the
east front of the Capitol as ‘“Memorial
Door”’, in honor of Officer Jacob Chest-
nut and Detective John Gibson.

In my brief tenure of chairman of the
subcommittee charged with the respon-
sibility of bringing to the House bills
designating Federal facilities in honor
of individuals, | have considered it a
great pleasure to honor Americans who
have distinguished themselves in pub-
lic service. A naming bill is often a
capstone for those fortunate to have
bestowed upon them such an honor.

But this action that we take today,
while richly deserved, gives me no joy.
This week is the first anniversary of an
event that we hope will never be re-
peated. Officer Chestnut became the
first Capitol Hill Police Officer killed
in the line of duty. Detective Gibson
became the second.

Those few minutes on Friday, July
24, 1998 changed forever the way we
look and feel about the Document Door
and the visitor’s entrance to the Cap-
itol. The horror of senseless shootings
that cut short the lives of these offi-
cers will remain forever in the minds of
those who are alive today because of
them.
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These two officers were ordinary
men, and in those horrifying minutes
did extraordinary things. The action
we take today reminds us we should
never forget the duty these officers
swear to uphold. We also need to re-
member particularly how fragile life is
in the face of the dangers that confront
the fine men and women of the Capitol
Police.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SHOWS. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support
of this resolution. On July 24, 1998, our
Nation and this Capitol suffered a
heartbreaking tragedy. Officer Jacob
Chestnut and Officer John Gibson were
killed in the line of duty while pro-
viding protection and security for tour-
ists, visitors, employees, staff, and
Members of Congress.

A year has passed, but time has not
dimmed our memories, nor lessened
the gratitude we hold for the heroism
of these two brave officers.

House Concurrent Resolution 158 des-
ignates the Document Door located on
the first floor of the east front of the
Capitol as the ‘“‘Memorial Door” in
honor of Officers Chestnut and Gibson.

It is fitting and proper that we honor
the heroism of these two brave Capitol
Hill officers. | join my colleagues in
supporting this resolution and urge its

adoption.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.

Speaker, I am pleased to yield the re-
mainder of our time to the distin-
guished gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. SHUSTER), chairman of the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, and | ask unanimous con-
sent that he be allowed to control the
time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in very strong
support of this resolution today. The
location known as the Document Door
is the point of entry into the east wing
of the Capitol which was regularly se-
cured by Officer Chestnut and Special
Agent Gibson.

These Capitol Police Officers made
the ultimate sacrifice by giving their
lives in the line of service. Officer
Chestnut and Special Agent Gibson
were struck down in the line of fire de-
fending the Members of this body, the
congressional staff, and the visitors
just 1 year ago, on July 24, 1998.

Officer Chestnut was a Vietnam vet-
eran and served in the U.S. Air Force
police for 20 years before joining the
Capitol Police in 1980. Officer Chestnut
had five children and one grandchild,
and he was due to retire 2 months after
the fatal day to spend more time with
his wife Wendy and his family.

Special Agent Gibson was 42 years
old and also had an 18-year veteran

H5849

record on the Capitol Police. He was a
native of Massachusetts and resided in
Woodbridge, Virginia with his wife
Evelyn and three children for the past
15 years. On the day of the shooting,
Officer Gibson was working his last
shift before planning to go on vacation.

This is a most fitting tribute to these
fallen heroes. | strongly support this
resolution.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

O 1030

Mr. SHOWS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. WYNN).

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, | would like
to thank the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi for yielding me this time. | rise
today in honor of two of America’s he-
roes; Private First Class Jacob Joseph
Chestnut and Detective John Gibson.
These two men made the ultimate sac-
rifice on behalf of this institution, not
just for Members but, more impor-
tantly, the thousands of visitors who
come here every day.

We were all stunned when these two
officers lost their lives last year on
July 24. This tragedy demonstrates the
tremendous sacrifices that members of
the Capitol Police are asked to make
on a daily basis to protect this institu-
tion, to protect the Capitol grounds,
and to protect this aspect of the free-
dom that unfortunately we often take
for granted.

Putting aside the rhetoric that we
often use, | also want to make a prac-
tical point; that as we honor these two
men, we also ought to honor their
memory with respect to the Capitol
Police Force, and when the occasion
arises to recognize our police officers
with compensation and benefits, and
we ought to be equally magnanimous
in recognizing the sacrifices these offi-
cers make.

I would also like to take this oppor-
tunity to mention the name of another
officer who lost his life. Officer Chris-
topher Eney lost his life in 1984 in a
training accident while training as a
member of the Capitol Police Force. He
too should be recognized.

The tragedy of this loss and all these
losses indicates to us how fleeting life
is and it is appropriate that we take a
moment to try to memorialize these
lives. | think in this way this will be a
fitting memorial to the sacrifices these
gentlemen made.

I am very pleased that with the sup-
port of the Members of this body we
were able to pass a resolution last year
to rename the post office in the com-
munity where Officer Chestnut lives in
his honor. Today’s recognition is of
similar importance.

Again, | would like to say that we
have fallen heroes that we recognize
today, and | would like to close by
thanking my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle for their support for
what is truly a bipartisan effort to rec-
ognize American heroes.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Illinois



HS5850

(Mr. EWING), a distinguished member of
our committee.

Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased to be here today to recognize
the service and the lives of Officer Gib-
son and Officer Chestnut. To their fam-
ilies | think we show today our contin-
ued support for the tragedy that has
struck their lives, because the lives of
the wives and children of these two
fallen heroes can never be the same.
Their sacrifice has been the greatest.

I think it is important, though, to
recognize that out of this we are con-
sidering some very important improve-
ments to our Capitol Hill police: Added
personnel, better equipment, and bet-
ter pay. | think also that we have
shown to the world that we can keep
this, the people’s house, open even in a
time when terrorism and tragedy
strikes in this country.

This building is a legislative hall, but
it is also a memorial to those through-
out our history who have served this
country so well. | think it is most fit-
ting that these two officers have their
names associated with the document
door.

Mr. SHOWS. Mr. Speaker, | vyield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MOAKLEY).

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my colleague for yielding me this time,
and | would also like to thank my col-
league, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY), for taking the lead on this res-
olution. He and his staff have done
yeomen’s work in making sure the
dream of a memorial door becomes re-
ality. Speaking on behalf of the Capitol
family, the Gibson family, and the
Chestnut family, we all appreciate it.

Mr. Speaker, on a sunny Friday
afternoon last July, gunfire shattered
the sense of security here in the build-
ing. On that day, my family lost a son,
and John Gibson and Jacob J. Chestnut
became heroes, heroes like we have not
seen in a very long time, heroes who
remind us that their bravery in pro-
tecting others and sacrificing in the
line of duty are still very important
even today.

For me, this tragedy has been very
personal. Special Agent John Gibson
was my niece Evelyn’s husband, and |
admired John for many, many reasons.
First and foremost, was his love and
his devotion for his wife Evelyn and
their three children Kristen, John and
Danny. Second, | admired his dedica-
tion to his service. He always wanted
to be a police officer, and now he will
go down in the annals of history as
being the very best that our country
can provide.

| also admired his loyalty to his Mas-
sachusetts roots. John followed all
Boston sports, both collegiate and pro-
fessional, like a man with a mission.
Last month, the Boston Celtics, one of
his favorite teams, awarded him their
““Heroes Among Us’’ designation. And
John certainly deserved that award be-
cause he prevented what could have
been a real, real tragedy.
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Those of us who are very familiar
with the building give thanks that this
tragedy, bad as it was, was not worse.
Thousands and thousands of people
walk into the United States Capitol
each and every year. There are many
people milling around everywhere, and
there are not very many places to hide.
John Gibson, Jacob Chestnut, and their
colleagues on the Capitol Police Force
stood between every single one of them
and the danger that was present that
day.

Mr. Speaker, that day we learned all
too well the United States Capitol Po-
lice are just not the people who watch
over us day after day, they are loyal,
dedicated professional people who are
deeply devoted to their work. And as
these men have proved, at any moment
they would lay down their lives for us.

We have a tremendous amount of re-
sponsibility to make sure that they are
all treated well and their actions do
not go unnoticed. John Gibson and
Jacob Chestnut’s bravery that day
brought together the Capitol commu-
nity like never before. Normally, the
Capitol Rotunda is reserved to honor
dignitaries and heads of State, and it
has been used only 27 times since 1852,
but there was not one person in the
Capitol, Democrat or Republican, Sen-
ator, or cafeteria employee, who dis-
agreed with the decision to allow peo-
ple to pay their respects to those two
officers and that they be laid out in the
Capitol Rotunda.

A few days later, when the funerals
took place, not a person lining the
streets to watch the procession could
hold back their tears. Cab drivers
honked, construction workers tipped
their hats, and well-wishers lined the
streets for miles. It was very moving to
be a part of that. And | kept thinking
if the people on the streets were this
sad, if they were so moved by two men
they had never met, imagine how their
wives and children must be feeling. Be-
cause we here lost our sense of security
and we lost our very dear friends, but
the Gibsons and the Chestnuts lost far
more than we, and | am sure they
would trade all the accolades and all
the memorials and all the tributes for
their fathers, their husbands, to have
them guarding the United States Cap-
itol like they used to.

Both John Gibson and Jacob Chest-
nut died protecting the people under
their care. We owe them our deepest
admiration, our profound respect, and
although this simple gesture of renam-
ing the entrance to the Capitol can
never fully reflect the sacrifice they
and others have made for our protec-
tion, it is a fitting tribute to the two
men who protected the thousands and
thousands of tourists and staffers who
enter the building. | hope that door
will memorialize their sacrifices for
centuries to come.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DELAY), the majority whip, and
the primary sponsor of this legislation.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
chairman, the gentleman from Penn-
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sylvania (Mr. SHUSTER), and the rank-
ing member for bringing this resolu-
tion to the floor. I wish we did not have
to do it. | also want to pay my utmost
respect to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY), for he did lose
a very, very dear family member, and
he has shown great stature, as he al-
ways has in this House, and | appre-
ciate him as a gentleman and as a man
of character.

History shows that America is great
because of the goodness of our heroes.
Today, we all gather to honor true
American heroism. A year ago this
week a lone gunman entered this very
building. Standing at his post that day
was Capitol Police Officer Jacob ““J.3.”
Chestnut, who was shot and killed as
he valiantly stood his ground pro-
tecting all those who were working in
and visiting this Capitol, the people’s
house.

The gunman then continued his ram-
page and encountered Detective John
Gibson, who selflessly placed his life
between the armed attacker and nu-
merous innocent lives in my office.
After being shot, Detective Gibson was
still able to bring the gunman down.
His final act as a defender of the peace
was what saved the lives of countless
others that day.

The Capitol building which these two
brave men offered their lives to protect
is far more than just a building, it is
the monument of freedom. The Capitol
is the embodiment of democracy and a
beacon of hope to all the people of the
world that cherish freedom. Like the
men and women whose statues line the
halls of this very building, Officer
Chestnut, Officer Gibson, and Officer
Eney deserve to be remembered for the
sacrifice they made for their country.
Like the heroes who line the halls,
these heroes deserve to be memorial-
ized within these hallowed halls.

To the families of Private First Class
Jacob Chestnut and Detective John
Gibson of the Capitol Police Depart-
ment: the Members of Congress, the
staff, and thousands of yearly visitors
all thank you for your sacrifice.

To the family of Sergeant Chris-
topher Eney and to his widow Vivian
Eney Cross, who is here with us today,
we remember that your loved one also
gave his life in the line of duty while
serving as a Capitol Police Officer, and
we say thank you.

To all the sons and daughters and
wives and husbands who must watch
their loved ones each day place their
lives between the innocent and the
dangerous, we thank you.

To the men and women who wear the
badge and leave their homes every day
to protect us and this building, we say
thank you.

I want to say particularly to Mrs.
Eney-Cross and to the families of J.J.
and John, J.J. and John and Chris-
topher were men of character who
loved their job, loved doing their job,
wanted to be the best at it. They mar-
ried women that were very, very strong
women, and they had kids that are
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very strong Kkids. That has been shown
throughout this year. The courage that
the widows and the surviving family
have shown over the last year has been
exemplary and extraordinary.

I could go through so many different
times and issues that they stood there,
strong, showing that they had a tre-
mendous and deep abiding love for
their lost ones, yet, at the same time,
understood how great they were and
wanted to be courageous for them.

O 1045

Every time someone enters this
building, the People’s House, whether
it is a Member of the Congress or a cit-
izen of the United States or a visitor of
another country, they are reminded of
the job that our officers do and the sac-
rifices that our officers make to pro-
tect others and to protect this institu-
tion.

| believe the wife of Sergeant Eney
put it best when she said, “It is not
how these officers died that made them
heroes, it is how they lived.”

Like the scores of Capitol Police Offi-
cers who wake up every day and come
to their jobs not knowing what the day
will hold, these three Capitol Police Of-
ficers ultimately gave their lives be-
cause they had chosen to dedicate
themselves to protecting others.

These men are true American heroes
who | am sure God has called to guard
a much more precious gate. They will
never be forgotten.

Mr. SHOWS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the distinguished gentleman from Mis-
sissippi for yielding me this time. J.J.
Chestnut, his wife Wen Ling, and his
children, Joe Janece, Janet, Karen,
William; Chris Eney and Vivian and
their children; Detective John Gibson
and Evelyn and Kristen, John and Dan-
iel, their children, this is a wrenching
day for them.

Mr. Speaker, we have gone through
recently another weekend of personal-
izing the loss of someone that most of
us did not know personally. The Nation
grieves as John Fitzgerald Kennedy
went down in an unexpected accident
on the way to a wedding. In many re-
spects, J.J. Chestnut and John Gibson
were the same. They got up, they went
to work, and they did not return.

One year ago this Friday, the Capitol
Building was shaken by a maniacal and
senseless shooting spree. This day re-
minds us once again that the risk is al-
ways present for those we ask to defend
a free society. The vagaries of life are
such that there are those either de-
mented or angry or for whatever rea-
sons that take unto themselves the op-
portunity to commit violence. And
someone, too often many persons, pay
the price.

We lost Officer Jacob J. Chestnut and
Detective John Gibson so that many
others might be safe and to indicate
that the Capitol of the United States,
Freedom’s House, if you will, will not
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only be accessible but also protected,
so that the citizens in our gallery, the
citizens in the Rotunda, the citizens
who visit seeking their constitutional
right of redress to petition their gov-
ernment or simply to see Freedom’s
House, a beacon, as some have said, for
all the world.

This past May, we rededicated the
Capitol Police Headquarters in honor
of Officer Chestnut, Detective Gibson
and Officer Christopher Eney, who was
the first Capitol Police Officer Kkilled in
the line of duty. This resolution com-
plements the renaming of the head-
quarters building.

Henceforth, every tourist, staffer,
Member or indeed head of state who is
taken through that door, the Memorial
Door, will remember the public service
of these men and the ultimate sac-
rifices that each of them made.

While this resolution renaming the
Document Door specifically honors Of-
ficer Chestnut and Detective Gibson
who died just inside the door or a few
feet from it, the Memorial Door is in
fact a tribute to all of the men and
women of law enforcement who leave
their homes each day and take to their
duties to defend America’s principles,
to defend Americans, and to defend a
civil and orderly society under law.

Just down the street from this build-
ing, Mr. Speaker, stands the Law En-
forcement Officers Memorial. Since
last year’s tragedy, the names of Offi-
cer Chestnut and Detective Gibson
have been added to a long list of fallen
officers, including their colleague, Offi-
cer Eney, and others, from Prince
Georges County, the county in which I
lived for so long, the counties | now
represent, and the counties and cities
that every Member of this body rep-
resents who have lost sons and daugh-
ters, husbands and wives, friends and
neighbors as they wore the badge and
undertook the responsibility to defend
freedom and a civil society.

In the last year, we have taken some
very positive steps in ensuring that
this type of incident does not happen
again. While we can never guarantee
that there is not another shooting, the
security enhancement plan is an im-
portant step in the right direction.

With additional officers, acquisition
of new equipment, and a restructuring
of the department, we can work to de-
crease the chances of another shooting,
another tragedy, while at the same
time retaining the accessibility that
the American public and the world
have come to know and that this body
wants to maintain.

Let us, Mr. Speaker, not forget the
ultimate sacrifice that these two brave
officers made. | thank the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DELAY), so close to
Detective Gibson and his family, so im-
mediately affected by the senseless act
of violence that took the life of Detec-
tive Gibson in the office of the gen-
tleman from Texas, and those who
knew Officer Chestnut, such a friendly,
warm, engaging family man who cared
about America, cared about his duty.
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We walked through that door and saw
him so often and he was always pleas-
ant, but always on alert.

I thank the gentleman from Texas
for bringing this resolution forward.
This solemn 1l-year anniversary that we
pass this resolution should be a re-
minder to us all that freedom is not
free and some of our friends, some of
our brothers and sisters, pay a very
high price indeed.

Mr. SHOWS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), the ranking member of the Com-

mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.
Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, of

course | rise in support of this legisla-
tion to designate the Document Door
of the U.S. Capitol as the ‘‘Memorial
Door’ in honor of Officer Jacob Chest-
nut and Detective John Gibson. This
legislation and this act in which we en-
gage today is a poignant, even riveting
reminder of how dramatically our Cap-
itol environment has changed, how it
too, this citadel of democracy, has be-
come a victim of violence, caught in
the cycle of violent tragedies that has
gripped other major cities of our coun-
try. But I, as | am sure a few other of
our colleagues who have served here
longer than I, can remember another
time.

When | started here on the staff of
the House Post Office while a graduate
student in Washington, D.C., | can re-
member taking friends through the
Capitol as late as 10 and 11 o’clock at
night without a security door, without
a metal detector, with a Capitol Police
force saying, ‘““Can we help you?”’ You
could walk just about anyplace in the
Capitol. And how dramatically all of
that has changed. That was even after
a gunman broke in through that very
door in the corner of the visitor gal-
lery, pulled a gun in support of a cause
that he and his associate, accomplice,
deeply believed in, and fired indiscrimi-
nately on the House floor and struck
five Members of Congress, including
one who later became chairman of the
Public Works Committee, George
Fallon, fortunately none of them fa-
tally. But we did not lock up the Cap-
itol. We did not put up metal detectors.
It was an aberrant act, out of keeping
and out of character. And then later
there was the bombing in the Senate
wing of the Capitol in protest of the
Vietnam War, but we did not put up
metal detectors and we did not check
people as they came into the Capitol
grounds. But violence has gripped this
place as well, and we have had to re-
spond. And | think in the process we
have come, | hope, all Members of Con-
gress, and all of the visiting public, to
look on the Capitol Police force not as
just pleasant uniformed guides but as a
highly skilled, trained security force
with a duty to the public who visit this
place, to the staff who work here, to
the Members of Congress who serve
here, that their first line of duty is
their and our security, and that these
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two courageous and trained and skilled
officers gave their lives in the line of
duty to that ideal and that mission is
a constant reminder of the very special
force that protects this Capitol facil-
ity, this building and all who enter
here.

J.J. and John were men with very
different backgrounds but honor-bound
together by a sense of duty on that hot
July day. Detective Gibson had trans-
ferred through four different assign-
ments before being promoted to detec-
tive and assigned to the Dignitary Pro-
tection Division. Officer Chestnut, an
Air Force veteran, was assigned to the
Capitol in 1980 and served throughout
his career in this place.

John was from Boston as our dear
friend ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Rules the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY) has said
so poignantly and so powerfully. J.J.
was from South Carolina. Both family
men, both devoted to their wives and
children, both exemplars of what we
believe in and preach on this floor, a
family and values. They gave their
lives for their families, for their val-
ues, for us, for all who enter here.

Let us all pray that the naming of
this door in their honor will keep us all
ever constantly mindful of the respon-
sibility and the duty that the Capitol
Police force undertakes in the public
interest and that we are all eternally
in their debt.

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
pay tribute to two extraordinary gentlemen
who were taken from us much too soon—Offi-
cer JJ Chestnut and Detective John Gibson.

It was a year ago that our whole nation
came to know of the bravery and dedication of
these two men. But those of us who were
lucky enough to know them, already knew
what remarkable men they were.

Detective Gibson had been assigned to
Congressman DELAY’s security detail for
years. As Chief Deputy Whip, | worked out of
the whip office and came into daily contact
with John. Although he was assigned to pro-
tect Congressman DELAY, he was also re-
sponsible for the security of our whole office.
This was a duty he relished, and it was easy
to feel safe when John was around.

Officer Chestnut had been stationed at the
Document Door for many years. That hap-
pened to be the door | used every day on my
way into and out of the Capitol. Officer Chest-
nut was the last person | would say good night
to on my way home every evening. And his
family and friends already know, he was a
quiet, warm and giving person.

This week, we will rededicate the Document
Door, renaming it the Memorial Door in honor
of these two men. It is fitting that we do this.
These two men embodied the best of our
Congressional community, the best of law en-
forcement and the best of America.

JJ and John—you are still remembered
fondly and still missed dearly.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise to call the
attention of our colleagues the sad fact that
this week marks the first anniversary of one of
the most unfortunate incidents in American
history, the time that the security of the “peo-
ple’s house” was breached and two Capitol
police officers gave their lives to protect what
is sacred to all of us.

Detective John Gibson and Officer Jacob
“J.J.” Chestnut were well known to most of
us. Their professionalism coupled with their
genuine outgoing graciousness made both of
them legendary to all of us on Capitol Hill long
before this unfortunate tragedy immortalized
them forever.

Their courage in facing the assault by
Russel Weston, Jr., may have saved count-
less lives. We will never know how many inno-
cent tourists, visitors to the Capitol, staffers,
and perhaps Members of this Chamber them-
selves would have met harm had not Gibson
and Chestnut been prepared not only to halt
the outbreak of violence, but also to put their
own lives on the line in doing so.

Detective Gibson was the partner of a
former Capitol Hill policeman who was married
to a member of my Congressional staff. Ac-
cordingly, | came to meet him frequently in my
offices, and was always impressed with his
gracious professionalism.

Officer Chestnut was the duty officer at an
entrance which | utilized frequently. | cannot
recall a single instance when he was not
cheery and outgoing in his greetings.

Last year, both of these courageous law en-
forcement officers lay in state in the Capitol
rotunda. Officer Chestnut, in fact, proved to be
the first African American to be accorded that
honor. Yet, any honors this body may devise
are of small consolation to their loving families
who will always be touched by this tragic loss.

Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to participate in
this memorial as a way of reminding us that
we all face danger in today’s confused world,
and that we must never forget those who
made the ultimate sacrifice for all of us.

Mr. SHOWS. Mr. Speaker, | have no
further requests for time, and | yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, | have
no further requests for time. | would
say that the Speaker certainly wished
to be here. He is unavoidably detained
in a very important meeting. But |
know the Speaker joins all of us in this
and indeed he feels this is so important
that he has asked that we have a re-
corded vote on this, so I would an-
nounce that at this time.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CAL-
VERT). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. FRANKS) that the House
suspend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution, House Concurrent
Resolution 158, as amended.

The question was taken.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, | object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 417, nays 0,
not voting 17, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 311]
YEAS—AL7
Ackerman Allen Archer
Aderholt Andrews Armey
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Bachus
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coburn
Collins
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
DelLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
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Dunn Kucinich
Edwards Kuykendall
Ehlers LaFalce
Ehrlich LaHood
Emerson Lampson
Engel Lantos
Eshoo Largent
Etheridge Larson
Evans Latham
Everett LaTourette
Ewing Lazio
Farr Leach
Filner Lee
Fletcher Levin
Foley Lewis (CA)
Forbes Lewis (KY)
Ford Linder
Fossella Lipinski
Fowler LoBiondo
Frank (MA) Lofgren
Franks (NJ) Lowey
Frelinghuysen Lucas (KY)
Frost Lucas (OK)
Gallegly Luther
Ganske Maloney (CT)
Gejdenson Maloney (NY)
Gekas Manzullo
Gephardt Markey
Gibbons Martinez
Gilchrest Mascara
Gillmor Matsui
Gilman McCarthy (MO)
Gonzalez McCarthy (NY)
Goode McCollum
Goodlatte McCrery
Goodling McGovern
Gordon McHugh
Goss Mclnnis
Graham Mclintosh
Granger Mclintyre
Green (TX) McKeon
Green (WI) McKinney
Greenwood McNulty
Gutierrez Meehan
Gutknecht Meek (FL)
Hall (OH) Meeks (NY)
Hall (TX) Menendez
Hansen Metcalf
Hastert Mica
Hastings (FL) Millender-
Hastings (WA) McDonald
Hayes Miller (FL)
Hayworth Miller, Gary
Hefley Miller, George
Herger Minge
Hill (IN) Mink
Hill (MT) Moakley
Hilleary Mollohan
Hilliard Moore
Hinojosa Moran (KS)
Hobson Moran (VA)
Hoeffel Morella
Hoekstra Murtha
Holt Myrick
Hooley Nadler
Horn Napolitano
Hostettler Neal
Houghton Nethercutt
Hoyer Ney
Hulshof Northup
Hunter Norwood
Hutchinson Nussle
Hyde Oberstar
Inslee Obey
Isakson Olver
Istook Ose
Jackson (IL) Owens
Jackson-Lee Oxley

(TX) Packard
Jenkins Pallone
John Pascrell
Johnson (CT) Pastor
Johnson, E. B. Paul
Johnson, Sam Payne
Jones (NC) Pease
Jones (OH) Pelosi
Kanjorski Peterson (MN)
Kaptur Petri
Kasich Phelps
Kelly Pickering
Kildee Pickett
Kilpatrick Pitts
Kind (WI) Pombo
King (NY) Pomeroy
Kingston Porter
Kleczka Portman
Klink Price (NC)
Knollenberg Pryce (OH)
Kolbe Quinn
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Radanovich Shays Thune
Rahall Sherman Thurman
Ramstad Sherwood Tiahrt
Rangel Shimkus Tierney
Regula Shows Toomey
Reyes Shuster Traficant
Reynolds Simpson Turner
Riley Sisisky Udall (CO)
Rivers Skeen Udall (NM)
Rodriguez Skelton Upton
Roemer Slaughter Velazquez
Rogan Smith (MI) Vento
Rogers Smith (NJ) Visclosky
Rohrabacher Smith (TX) Vitter
Ros-Lehtinen Smith (WA) Walden
Rothman Snyder Walsh
Roukema Souder Wamp
Roybal-Allard Spence Waters
Royce Spratt Watkins
Rush Stabenow Watt (NC)
Ryan (WI) Stearns Watts (OK)
Ryun (KS) Stenholm Waxman
Sabo Strickland Weiner
Salmon Stump Weldon (FL)
Sanchez Stupak Weldon (PA)
Sanders Sununu Weller
Sandlin Sweeney Wexler
Sanford Talent Weygand
Sawyer Tancredo Whitfield
Saxton Tanner Wicker
Scarborough Tauscher Wilson
Schaffer Tauzin Wise
Schakowsky Taylor (MS) Wolf
Scott Taylor (NC) Woolsey
Sensenbrenner Terry Wu
Serrano Thomas Wynn
Sessions Thompson (CA) Young (AK)
Shadegg Thompson (MS)  Young (FL)
Shaw Thornberry

NOT VOTING—17
Abercrombie Fattah McDermott
Baker Hinchey Ortiz
Coble Holden Peterson (PA)
Combest Jefferson Stark
Danner Kennedy Towns
English Lewis (GA)
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof), the rules were suspended and
the concurrent resolution, as amended,
was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
311, | was inadvertently detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “yes.”

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, | ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days within which to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material on H. Con. Res. 158, as amend-
ed, the measure just passed by the
House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey?

There was no objection.

AMERICAN EMBASSY SECURITY
ACT OF 1999

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOD). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 247 and rule XVIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the further consideration of
the bill, H.R. 2415.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
2415) to enhance security of United
States missions and personnel over-
seas, to authorize appropriations for
the Department of State for fiscal year
2000, and for other purposes, with Mr.
CALVERT (Chairman pro tempore) in
the chair.
The Clerk read the title of the bill.
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The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
CALVERT). When the Committee of the
Whole rose on Monday, July 19, 1999,
amendment No. 13 printed in Part B of
House Report 106-235 offered by the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH)
had been disposed of.

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE
OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 247, pro-
ceedings will now resume on those
amendments on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed in the fol-
lowing order: Amendment No. 3 printed
in Part A offered by the gentleman
from California (Mr. CAMPBELL) as a
substitute for amendment No. 2 printed
in Part A offered by the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH); amend-
ment No. 6 printed in Part B offered by
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SANFORD); amendment No. 8 print-
ed in Part B offered by the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. PAUL).

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. CAMPBELL
AS A SUBSTITUTE FOR AMENDMENT NO. 2 OF-
FERED BY MR. SMITH OF NEW JERSEY
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The

unfinished business is the demand for a

recorded vote on the amendment No. 3

offered by the gentleman from Cali-

fornia (Mr. CAMPBELL) on which further
proceedings were postponed and on
which the ayes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The text of the amendment offered as
a substitute for the amendment is as
follows:

Part A amendment No. 3 offered by Mr.
CAMPBELL as a substitute for Part A amend-
ment No. 2 offered by Mr. SMITH of New Jer-
sey:

)P/age 19, strike line 1, and all that follows
through line 17 on page 21, and insert the fol-
lowing:

(d) CONTRIBUTIONS TO UNITED NATIONS PoP-
ULATION FUND.—

(1) LIMITATIONS ON AMOUNT OF CONTRIBU-
TION.—Of the amounts made available under
subsection (a), not more than $25,000,000 for
fiscal year 2000 shall be available for the
United Nations Population Fund (hereinafter
in this subsection referred to as the
“UNFPA™).

(2) PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS IN CHINA.—
None of the funds made available under sub-
section (a) may be made available for the
UNFPA for a country program in the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China.
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(3) CONDITIONS ON AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—
Amounts made available under subsection
(a) for fiscal year 2000 for the UNFPA may
not be made available to UNFPA unless—

(A) the UNFPA maintains amounts made
available to the UNFPA under this section in
an account separate from other accounts of
the UNFPA;

(B) the UNFPA does not commingle
amounts made available to the UNFPA
under this section with other sums; and

(C) the UNFPA does not fund abortions.

(4) REPORT TO CONGRESS AND WITHHOLDING
OF FUNDS.—

(A) Not later than February 15, 2000, the
Secretary of State shall submit a report to
the appropriate congressional committees
indicating the amount of funds that the
United Nations Population Fund is budg-
eting for the years in which the report is
submitted for a country program in the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China.

(B) If a report under subparagraph (A) indi-
cates that the United Nations Population
Fund plans to spend funds for a country pro-
gram in the People’s Republic of China in
the year covered by the report, then the
amount of such funds that the UNFPA plans
to spend in the People’s Republic of China
shall be deducted from the funds made avail-
able to the UNFPA after March 1 for obliga-
tion for the remainder of the fiscal year in
which the report is submitted.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 221, noes 198,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 312]
AYES—221

Abercrombie DeFazio Hoyer
Ackerman DeGette Inslee
Allen Delahunt Isakson
Andrews Del.auro Jackson (IL)
Baird Deutsch Jackson-Lee
Baldacci Dicks (TX)
Baldwin Dingell Johnson (CT)
Barrett (WI) Dixon Johnson, E. B.
Bass Doggett Jones (OH)
Becerra Dooley Kanjorski
Bentsen Doyle Kaptur
Bereuter Edwards Kelly
Berkley Ehrlich Kilpatrick
Berman Engel Kind (WI)
Berry Eshoo Kleczka
Biggert Etheridge Klink
Bilbray Evans Kolbe
Bishop Farr Kuykendall
Blagojevich Fattah Lampson
Blumenauer Filner Lantos
Boehlert Foley Larson
Bonior Ford LaTourette
Borski Fowler Lazio
Boswell Frank (MA) Leach
Boucher Franks (NJ) Lee
Boyd Frelinghuysen Levin
Brady (PA) Frost Lewis (CA)
Brown (FL) Ganske Lofgren
Brown (OH) Gejdenson Lowey
Campbell Gephardt Luther
Capps Gibbons Maloney (CT)
Capuano Gilchrest Maloney (NY)
Cardin Gilman Markey
Carson Gonzalez Martinez
Castle Gordon Matsui
Clay Granger McCarthy (MO)
Clayton Green (TX) McCarthy (NY)
Clement Greenwood McGovern
Clyburn Gutierrez McKinney
Condit Hastings (FL) McNulty
Conyers Hill (IN) Meehan
Cooksey Hilliard Meek (FL)
Coyne Hinojosa Meeks (NY)
Cramer Hobson Menendez
Crowley Hoeffel Millender-
Cummings Holt McDonald
Davis (FL) Hooley Miller (FL)
Davis (IL) Horn Miller, George
Davis (VA) Houghton Minge
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Mink
Moakley
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver

Ose

Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Coburn
Collins
Cook
Costello
Cox

Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Deal
DelLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Emerson
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Forbes
Fossella
Gallegly
Gekas
Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)

Baker
Coble
Combest

Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Shaw

Shays
Sherman
Sisisky
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Strickland
Sweeney

NOES—198

Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger

Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kildee
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
Mclnnis
MclIntosh
Mclntyre
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller, Gary
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Paul

Pease
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
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Tanner
Tauscher
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wu

Wynn

Pombo
Portman
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Reynolds
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—14

English
Hinchey
Holden

Jefferson
Kennedy

Lewis (GA) Ortiz Stark
McDermott Peterson (PA) Towns
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Mr. WATKINS changed his vote from
“‘aye’ to ‘““no.”

So the amendment offered as a sub-
stitute for the amendment was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated against:

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall
No. 312, the Campbell amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute to the Smith of New Jersey
amendment, | was inadvertently detained. Had
| been present, | would have voted “no.”

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF

NEW JERSEY, AS AMENDED

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
CALVERT). The unfinished business is
on amendment No. 2 offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH),
as amended by the Campbell sub-
stitute, on which further proceedings
were postponed.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part A amendment No. 2 offered by Mr.
SMITH of New Jersey:

Page 19, strike line 1 and all the follows
through line 17, on page 21, and insert the
following:

(d) CONTRIBUTION TO UNITED NATIONS Popu-
LATION FUND.—

(1) LiMITATION.—Of the amounts made
available under subsection (a) for United
States voluntary contributions no funds may
be made available to the United Nations
Population Fund (UNFPA) unless the presi-
dent submits to the appropriate congres-
sional committees the certification de-
scribed in paragraph (2).

(2) CERTIFICATION.—The certification re-
ferred to in paragraph (2) is a certification
by the President that—

(A) the UNFPA has terminated all activi-
ties in the People’s Republic of China, and
the United States has received assurances
that UNFPA will conduct no such activities
during the fiscal year for which the funds are
to be made available; or

(B) during the 12 months preceding such
certification there have been no abortions as
the result of coercion associated with the
family planning policies of the national gov-
ernment or other governmental entities
within the People’s Republic of China.

(3) DEFINITION.—AS used in this subsection,
the term “‘coercion’ includes physical duress
or abuse, destruction or confiscation of prop-
erty, loss of means of livelihood, and severe
psychological pressure.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. SMITH), as amended.

The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. SANFORD

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
unfinished business is the demand for a
recorded vote on the amendment No. 6
offered by the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SANFORD), on which fur-
ther proceedings were postponed in
which the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

redesignate the
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Part B amendment No. 6 offered by Mr.
SANFORD:

Page 14, line 23, strike ‘$17,500,000"" and in-
sert ““$12,000,000"".

Page 15, strike lines 19 and 20, and insert
““$1,500,000 for the fiscal year 2000.".

Page 21, line 25, strike ‘“$15,000,000’" and in-
sert ‘“$8,000,000"".

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. This is
a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 180, noes 237,
answered ‘“‘present’ 1, not voting 15, as
follows:

[Roll No. 313]

AYES—180
Aderholt Graham Pombo
Archer Granger Portman
Armey Green (WI) Radanovich
Bachus Gutknecht Ramstad
Barr Hall (TX) Riley
Barrett (NE) Hansen Rivers
Barrett (WI) Hastings (WA) Rogan
Bartlett Hayes Rogers
Bass Hayworth Rohrabacher
Berry Hefley Roukema
Bilirakis Herger Royce
Bliley Hill (MT) Ryan (WI)
Blunt Hilleary Ryun (KS)
Boehner Hoekstra Salmon
Bonilla Hostettler Sanford
Brady (TX) Hulshof Scarborough
Bryant Hunter Schaffer
Burr Hutchinson Sensenbrenner
Burton Hyde Sessions
Buyer Inslee Shadegg
Callahan Isakson Shays
Camp Istook Sherwood
Cannon Jenkins Shimkus
Chabot Johnson, Sam Shows
Chambliss Jones (NC) Shuster
Chenoweth Kanjorski Simpson
Coburn Kasich Skeen
Collins Kelly Skelton
Cook Kingston Smith (MI)
Cooksey Klink Smith (TX)
Costello Largent Smith (WA)
Cox LaTourette Souder
Cramer Lewis (KY) Spence
Crane Linder Stearns
Cubin LoBiondo Stenholm
Cunningham Lucas (KY) Stump
Danner Lucas (OK) Sununu
Deal Luther Sweeney
DelLay Manzullo Talent
DeMint Mascara Tancredo
Dickey McCrery Tauzin
Doolittle Mclnnis Taylor (NC)
Doyle Mclntosh Terry
Duncan Mcintyre Thornberry
Ehlers Metcalf Thune
Ehrlich Mica Tiahrt
Emerson Miller, Gary Toomey
Everett Moran (KS) Traficant
Fletcher Murtha Turner
Forbes Myrick Upton
Fossella Nethercutt Vitter
Franks (NJ) Northup Walden
Gallegly Norwood Wamp
Ganske Paul Watts (OK)
Gibbons Pease Weldon (FL)
Gillmor Peterson (MN) Whitfield
Goode Petri Wicker
Goodlatte Phelps Wilson
Goodling Pickering Young (AK)
Gordon Pitts Young (FL)

NOES—237
Abercrombie Bentsen Borski
Ackerman Bereuter Boswell
Allen Berkley Boucher
Andrews Berman Boyd
Baird Biggert Brady (PA)
Baldacci Bilbray Brown (FL)
Baldwin Bishop Brown (OH)
Ballenger Blagojevich Calvert
Barcia Blumenauer Canady
Barton Boehlert Capps
Bateman Bonior Capuano
Becerra Bono Cardin
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Carson Johnson, E. B. Pastor
Castle Jones (OH) Payne
Clay Kaptur Pelosi
Clayton Kildee Pickett
Clement Kilpatrick Pomeroy
Clyburn Kind (WI) Porter
Condit King (NY) Price (NC)
Conyers Kleczka Pryce (OH)
Coyne Knollenberg Quinn
Crowley Kolbe Rahall
Cummings Kucinich Rangel
Davis (FL) Kuykendall Regula
Davis (IL) LaFalce Reyes
Davis (VA) LaHood Reynolds
DeFazio Lampson Rodriguez
DeGette Lantos Roemer
Delahunt Larson Ros-Lehtinen
DeLauro Latham Rothman
Deutsch Lazio Roybal-Allard
Diaz-Balart Leach Rush
Dicks Lee Sabo
Dingell Levin Sanchez
Dixon Lewis (CA) Sanders
Doggett Lipinski Sandlin
Dooley Lofgren Sawyer
Dreier Lowey Saxton
Dunn Maloney (CT) Schakowsky
Edwards Maloney (NY) Scott
Engel Markey Serrano
Eshoo Martinez Shaw
Etheridge Matsui Sherman
Evans McCarthy (MO) Sisisky
Ewing McCarthy (NY) Slaughter
Farr McCollum Smith (NJ)
Fattah McGovern Snyder
Filner McHugh Spratt
Foley McKeon Stabenow
Ford McKinney Strickland
Fowler McNulty Stupak
Frank (MA) Meehan Tanner
Frelinghuysen Meek (FL) Tauscher
Frost Meeks (NY) Taylor (MS)
Gejdenson Menendez Thomas
Gephardt Millender- Thompson (CA)
Gilchrest McDonald Thompson (MS)
Gilman Miller (FL) Thurman
Gonzalez Miller, George Tierney
Goss Minge Udall (CO)
Green (TX) Mink Udall (NM)
Greenwood Moakley Velazquez
Gutierrez Mollohan Vento
Hall (OH) Moore Visclosky
Hastings (FL) Moran (VA) Walsh
Hill (IN) Morella Waters
Hilliard Nadler Watkins
Hinojosa Napolitano Watt (NC)
Hobson Neal Waxman
Hoeffel Ney Weiner
Holt Nussle Weldon (PA)
Hooley Oberstar Weller
Horn Obey Wexler
Houghton Olver Weygand
Hoyer Ose Wise
Jackson (IL) Owens Wolf
Jackson-Lee Oxley Woolsey
(TX) Packard Wu
John Pallone Wynn
Johnson (CT) Pascrell

ANSWERED “PRESENT”—1

Campbell
NOT VOTING—15
Baker Hinchey McDermott
Coble Holden Ortiz
Combest Jefferson Peterson (PA)
English Kennedy Stark
Gekas Lewis (GA) Towns
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Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi changed

his vote from ‘‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”
So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

the demand for a recorded vote on
amendment No. 8 offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part B amendment No. 8 offered by Mr.
PAUL:

Page 16, strike line 5 and all that follows
through line 17 on page 21, and insert the fol-
lowing: None of the amounts authorized to
be appropriated under subsection (a) are au-
thorized to be appropriated for a United
States contribution to the United Nations,
any organ of the United Nations, or any enti-
ty affiliated with the United Nations.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. This
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 74, noes 342,
not voting 17, as follows:

redesignate the
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Stated for:

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall
No. 313, the Sanford amendment, | was inad-
vertently detained. Had | been present, |
would have voted “yes.”
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AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. PAUL

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
CALVERT). The unfinished business is

[Roll No. 314]

AYES—74
Aderholt Hefley Peterson (MN)
Bachus Hill (MT) Pombo
Barr Hilleary Riley
Bartlett Hostettler Rohrabacher
Barton Hunter Royce
Bilirakis Istook Ryun (KS)
Bonilla Jenkins Salmon
Burton Johnson, Sam Sanford
Cannon Jones (NC) Scarborough
Chenoweth Kingston Schaffer
Coburn Lewis (KY) Sensenbrenner
Collins Lucas (OK) Sessions
Cooksey Manzullo Shadegg
Crane Martinez Shuster
Cunningham Mclnnis Simpson
DelLay Mclintosh Stump
DeMint Metcalf Sweeney
Dickey Moran (KS) Tancredo
Doolittle Myrick Taylor (MS)
Duncan Nethercutt Taylor (NC)
Everett Ney Tiahrt
Foley Norwood Wamp
Gibbons Packard Weldon (FL)
Goode Paul Young (AK)
Hastings (WA) Pease

NOES—342
Abercrombie Borski Coyne
Ackerman Boswell Cramer
Allen Boucher Crowley
Andrews Boyd Cubin
Archer Brady (PA) Cummings
Armey Brady (TX) Danner
Baird Brown (FL) Davis (FL)
Baldacci Brown (OH) Davis (IL)
Baldwin Bryant Davis (VA)
Ballenger Burr Deal
Barcia Buyer DeFazio
Barrett (NE) Callahan DeGette
Barrett (WI) Calvert Delahunt
Bass Camp DelLauro
Bateman Campbell Deutsch
Becerra Canady Diaz-Balart
Bentsen Capps Dicks
Bereuter Capuano Dingell
Berkley Cardin Dixon
Berman Carson Doggett
Berry Castle Dooley
Biggert Chabot Doyle
Bilbray Chambliss Dreier
Bishop Clay Dunn
Blagojevich Clayton Ehlers
Bliley Clement Ehrlich
Blumenauer Clyburn Emerson
Blunt Condit Engel
Boehlert Conyers Eshoo
Boehner Cook Etheridge
Bonior Costello Evans
Bono Cox Ewing

Farr LaTourette Ros-Lehtinen
Fattah Lazio Rothman
Filner Leach Roukema
Fletcher Lee Roybal-Allard
Forbes Levin Rush
Ford Lewis (CA) Ryan (WI)
Fossella Linder Sabo
Fowler Lipinski Sanchez
Frank (MA) LoBiondo Sanders
Franks (NJ) Lofgren Sandlin
Frelinghuysen Lowey Sawyer
Frost Lucas (KY) Saxton
Gallegly Luther Schakowsky
Ganske Maloney (CT) Scott
Gejdenson Maloney (NY) Serrano
Gekas Markey Shaw
Gephardt Mascara Shays
Gilchrest Matsui Sherman
Gillmor McCarthy (MO) Sherwood
Gilman McCarthy (NY) Shimkus
Gonzalez McCollum Shows
Goodlatte McCrery Sisisky
Goodling McGovern Skeen
Gordon McHugh Skelton
Goss Mcintyre Slaughter
Graham McKeon Smith (MI)
Granger McKinney Smith (NJ)
Green (TX) McNulty Smith (TX)
Green (WI) Meehan Smith (WA)
Greenwood Meeks (NY) Snyder
Gutierrez Menendez Souder
Gutknecht Mica Spence
Hall (OH) Millender- Spratt
Hall (TX) McDonald Stabenow
Hansen Miller (FL) Stearns
Hastings (FL) Miller, Gary Stenholm
Hayes Miller, George Strickland
Hayworth Minge Stupak
Herger Mink Sununu
Hill (IN) Moakley Talent
Hilliard Mollohan Tanner
Hinojosa Moore Tauscher
Hobson Moran (VA) Tauzin
Hoeffel Morella Terry
Hoekstra Murtha Thomas
Holt Nadler Thompson (CA)
Hooley Napolitano Thompson (MS)
Horn Neal Thornberry
Houghton Northup Thune
Hoyer Nussle Thurman
Hulshof Oberstar Tierney
Hutchinson Obey Toomey
Hyde Olver Traficant
Inslee Ose Turner
Isakson Owens Udall (CO)
Jackson (IL) Oxley Udall (NM)
Jackson-Lee Pallone Upton

(TX) Pascrell Velazquez
John Pastor Vento
Johnson (CT) Payne Visclosky
Johnson, E. B. Pelosi Vitter
Jones (OH) Petri Walden
Kanjorski Phelps Walsh
Kaptur Pickering Waters
Kasich Pickett Watkins
Kelly Pitts Watt (NC)
Kildee Pomeroy Watts (OK)
Kilpatrick Porter Waxman
Kind (WI) Portman Weiner
King (NY) Price (NC) Weldon (PA)
Kleczka Pryce (OH) Weller
Klink Quinn Wexler
Knollenberg Rahall Weygand
Kolbe Ramstad Whitfield
Kucinich Rangel Wicker
Kuykendall Regula Wilson
LaFalce Reyes Wise
LaHood Reynolds Wolf
Lampson Rivers Woolsey
Lantos Rodriguez Wu
Largent Roemer Wynn
Larson Rogan Young (FL)
Latham Rogers

NOT VOTING—17
Baker Holden Ortiz
Coble Jefferson Peterson (PA)
Combest Kennedy Radanovich
Edwards Lewis (GA) Stark
English McDermott Towns
Hinchey Meek (FL)
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So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:
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Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall
No. 314, the Paul of Texas amendment, | was
inadvertently detained. Had | been present, |
would have voted “yes.”

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, |
move that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY) having assumed the Chair, Mr.
CALVERT, Chairman pro tempore of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 2415) to enhance se-
curity of United States missions and
personnel overseas, to authorize appro-
priations for the Department of State
for fiscal year 2000, and for other pur-
poses, had come to no resolution there-
on.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, on Monday, July 12, 1999, be-
cause of weather conditions, my plane
was detained, and | would like the
RECORD to reflect how | would have
voted on the following votes had | been
present:

On rollcall vote 277, a vote on the ap-
proval of the Journal, | would have
voted ‘“‘yea.”

On rollcall vote 278, on House Con-
current Resolution 107, dealing with re-
jecting the conclusions by the Amer-
ican Psychological Association, |
would have voted ‘‘yea.”

On rollcall vote 279, concerning the
United Nations, | would have voted
“yea.”

TEACHER EMPOWERMENT ACT

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by
the direction of the Committee on
Rules, | call up House Resolution 253
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 253

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1995) to amend
the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 to empower teachers, improve
student achievement through high-quality
professional development for teachers, reau-
thorize the Reading Excellence Act, and for
other purposes. The first reading of the bill
shall be dispensed with. General debate shall
be confined to the bill and shall not exceed
one hour equally divided and controlled by
the chairman and ranking minority member
of the Committee on Education and the
Workforce. After general debate the bill
shall be considered for amendment under the
five-minute rule. It shall be in order to con-
sider as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment under the five-minute rule the
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Education
and the Workforce now printed in the bill.
The committee amendment in the nature of
a substitute shall be considered as read. No
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amendment to the commmittee amendment
in the nature of a substitute shall be in order
except those printed in the report of the
Committee on Rules accompanying this res-
olution. Each amendment may be offered
only in the order printed in the report, may
be offered only by a Member designated in
the report, shall be considered as read, shall
be debatable for the time specified in the re-
port equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent, shall not be sub-
ject to amendment, and shall not be subject
to a demand for division of the question in
the House or in the Committee of the Whole.
All points of order against the amendments
printed in the report are waived. The chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole may: (1)
postpone until a time during further consid-
eration in the Committee of the Whole a re-
quest for a recorded vote on any amendment;
and (2) reduce to five minutes the minimum
time for electronic voting on any postponed
question that follows another electronic vote
without intervening business, provided that
the minimum time for electronic voting on
the first in any series of questions shall be 15
minutes. At the conclusion of consideration
of the bill for amendment the Committee
shall rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted. Any Member may demand a sepa-
rate vote in the House on any amendment
adopted in the Committee of the Whole to
the bill or to the committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of debate only, | yield the
customary 30 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MOAKLEY), the ranking member of
the Committee on Rules, pending
which | yield myself such time as |
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 253 is
a structured rule providing for the con-
sideration of H.R. 1995, the Teacher
Empowerment Act. The rule provides
for 1 hour of general debate equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman
and ranking member of the Committee
on Education and the Workforce. For
the purpose of amendment, the rule
makes in order, as an original bill, the
committee’s amendment in the nature
of a substitute now printed in the bill.

Under this fair and balanced rule, 12
amendments are made in order, 6 of-
fered by Democrats and 6 offered by
Republicans. That means Members
from both sides of the aisle will have
equal opportunity to amend this bill.

The rule makes in order a number of
minor amendments as well as an
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Chairman GooD-
LING) which reflects bipartisan com-
promise on a number of issues and a
substitute amendment offered by a
Democrat member on the Committee
on Education and the Workforce.

All 12 amendments are printed in the
Committee on Rules report and may be
offered only by a Member designated in
the report.

The amendments shall be considered
as read and shall be debatable for the
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time specified in the report. These
amendments are not subject to amend-
ment or a demand for a division of the
question.

0 1215

All points of order
amendments are waived.

In addition to the amendment proc-
ess, the minority will have another op-
portunity to change the Teacher Em-
powerment Act through the customary
motion to recommit, with or without
instructions.

Finally, the rule allows for orderly
and timely consideration of the bill by
allowing the Chair to postpone votes
and reduce voting time to 5 minutes on
a postponed question, as long as it fol-
lows a 15-minute vote.

Mr. Speaker, we can all remember
our favorite teacher who made school
more interesting and learning more ex-
citing. These special individuals had a
lasting impact on us and contributed in
a major way to our attitudes toward
school and our development as young
people.

We cannot underestimate the value
and influence of a good teacher, and
our investment in teachers should re-
flect their worth.

The Teacher Empowerment Act rec-
ognizes teachers as perhaps the most
important determinant in our chil-
dren’s academic success, and the bill
seeks to enhance student performance
through funding programs to improve
teachers’ skills.

Specifically, H.R. 1995 streamlines
the Eisenhower Professional Develop-
ment Program, Goals 2000, and the
100,000 New Teachers’” program to
give States and localities more flexi-
bility in their use of these funds to ad-
vance teachers’ professional develop-
ment.

Ninety-five percent of these funds
will be distributed to local districts
where those who are most familiar
with the needs of their local schools
will play a greater role in determining
how the money is used to provide
teachers with the tools to improve stu-
dent learning.

Some of my colleagues oppose the
consolidation of government programs
and may fear local control. But given
the failure of a bloated education bu-
reaucracy and the micromanagement
of education by the Federal Govern-
ment, it is hard to understand any
aversion to the reasonable changes this
legislation envisions. It is time to chal-
lenge the status quo and move our edu-
cation dollars to the local level to give
school boards, principals, and teachers
some flexibility to use these dollars as
they see fit.

That does not mean we are giving
away Federal dollars, turning our
heads the other way and hoping for the
best. The Teacher Empowerment Act
actually increases accountability to
parents and taxpayers by providing
public access to information about the
qualification of teachers and the aver-
age statewide class size. Additionally,

against the
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local districts and schools will be
measured by performance indicators
and goals set by their State and ac-
cepted by the Federal Government.

The remaining 5 percent of funds
available through the Teacher Em-
powerment Act may be used for a vari-
ety of purposes, including oversight of
local programs and assistance for
schools that are failing to raise student
achievement.

The funding flexibility this legisla-
tion provides will help local education
agencies to recruit, reward, and retain
the very best teachers.

For example, the bill encourages
States to develop innovative programs
that promote tenure reform, teacher
testing, alternative routes to teacher
certification, merit-based teacher per-
formance systems, and bonus pay for
teachers in subject areas where there is
a shortage of qualified candidates.

One criticism of the bill that I would
like to address is the administration’s
concern that this legislation under-
mines the President’s ‘100,000 New
Teachers” Class Size Reduction pro-
gram. In fact, the bill requires funds to
be used to hire teachers to reduce class
size.

It is true that this requirement is not
a Federal mandate, like the President’s
proposal. It may be waived, but only if
it is in the best interest of the students
to do so. For example, the requirement
could be waived in cases where reduc-
ing class size would mean relying on
underqualified teachers or inadequate
classrooms. This is exactly the type of
common sense flexibility we need to in-
sert into our Federal education poli-
cies.

In addition to teacher training and
education class size, the Teacher Em-
powerment Act continues an emphasis
on basic academic skills, including
math and science programs. This is an
area in which a lack of qualified teach-
ers is evident in the poor performance
of U.S. students, whose achievement is
falling behind that of children in other
developed countries.

Under the bill, localities must con-
tinue to expend the same amount on
math and science programs as they
would under the existing Eisenhower
program, with limited exceptions.

Along those lines, I am pleased that
the Teacher Empowerment Act will
allow for continued funding of the Ei-
senhower National Clearinghouse for
Mathematics and Science Education,
which is located at Ohio State Univer-
sity.

'the ENC serves as the Nation’s re-
pository of “K’ through 12 instruc-
tional materials in math and science
education. Its collection of almost
15,000 curriculum resources is the most
extensive in the Nation and provides a
reliable resource for any teacher inter-
ested in professional or curriculum de-
velopment.

Since its creation in 1992, the ENC
has distributed almost 4 million CD-
ROMs and print publications, and its
Web site received over 14 million hits
just last year.
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This program’s success in collecting
and disseminating information on the
best practices in math and science edu-
cation deserves our continued support.

In addition to math and science, the
Teacher Empowerment Act also places
an emphasis on technology by encour-
aging school districts to train teachers
in the use of technology and its appli-
cation in the classroom.

The legislation also promotes reading
and writing skills by extending the au-
thorization of the Reading Excellence
Act and providing a separate author-

ization for the National Writing
Project.
Mr. Speaker, this legislation pro-

motes smaller classes, encourages in-
novation through local control, and
emphasizes basic academic skills to
improve student performance. But,
most importantly, the Teacher Em-
powerment Act recognizes the value of
the individuals who interact with and
provide guidance to our children on a
daily basis.

The ability of teachers to connect
with children and peak their interest
in learning is a gift that some have,
but more commonly it is skill that
teachers must learn. This legislation
invests in teachers by giving them ac-
cess to the tools they need to make a
positive impact on our students’ suc-
cess.

I congratulate the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING) on his
great work, and | urge my colleagues
to support this fair and balanced rule,
which will allow the House to debate,
improve upon, and pass the Teacher
Empowerment Act. It is a good rule
and an important bill, which takes an-
other step forward in meeting our re-
sponsibility to ensure that every child
has access to a quality education and
the opportunity to learn and grow in a
safe environment.

I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote on both measures.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my dear friend and colleague, the gen-
tlewoman from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE), for
yielding me the customary half hour,
and | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Last year the Congress passed fund-
ing to help hire 100,000 new teachers
across the entire country, and parents
from Montana to Massachusetts
cheered. Now my Republican col-
leagues are going back on that promise
to American parents and making it
open season on the funding of new
teachers. Schools can now dip into the
money for any program remotely re-
lated to education, and the only thing
that we will lose is more teachers.

Yesterday, | received a letter from
the Superintendent of the Boston pub-
lic schools saying that, under this bill,
it will lose 12 to 15 percent of its cur-
rent allocation. And we just cannot af-
ford it, Mr. Speaker. | do not know
about other parts of the country, but
we in Massachusetts want our students
to get every possible advantage we can
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give them, particularly smaller classes.
But this bill does exactly the opposite.
It will actually make our classes larg-
er.

The administration opposes this bill
and for good reason. This bill fails to
guaranty American students small
class sizes of 18 students in the early
grades, when they are particularly in
need of a teacher’s attention. We all
know that once a class reaches about
35 to 45 students, it really does not
matter too much whether a teacher is
qualified or not. No matter how good
they are, they spend most of their time
policing and not enough time teaching.

Although the bill provides an enor-
mous amount of money, it does not
target that money towards the need-
iest areas where our children are suf-
fering the most. Mr. Speaker, my col-
league, the gentleman from California
(Mr. MARTINEZ), has a proposal that
will help fund the new teachers for
areas with big class sizes. It will also
give the areas that cannot find cer-
tified teachers the funding to recruit
and train new teachers. The amend-
ment that the gentleman from Cali-
fornia offers also provides almost twice
the teachers as the other bill.

But this rule will only allow 40 min-
utes of debate on the Martinez sub-
stitute instead of the traditional 60
minutes. And to make matters worse,
well over half the amendments au-
thored by the Democrats were not al-
lowed under this rule, while nearly
every single amendment authored by a
Republican was allowed.

Mr. Speaker, from what | hear, those
Democratic amendments are very
good, so good that they probably would
have passed. And that is probably the
reason they are not allowed anywhere
near this House floor today. The base
text of this bill needs as much help as
it can get, and some of those Demo-
cratic amendments would have helped
this bill a great deal. But, apparently,
that is not what my Republican col-
leagues wanted.

For that reason, Mr. Speaker, | urge
my colleagues to oppose the rule and to
oppose the bill in its current form.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GOODLING), the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Education and the Work-
force.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, | just
want to make sure that the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY)
corrects the superintendent, because,
of course, in the manager’s amend-
ment, in the en bloc amendment, no
public school loses any money. No pub-
lic school loses any money.

And | might also remind the gen-
tleman that there was only one amend-
ment offered in committee. Only one
amendment. |1 do not know where all
the others were, but there was only one
offered in committee.

Mr. Speaker, | thank the gentle-
woman for yielding me this time.
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Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume to
answer my dear friend.

There was only one amendment. It
was an en bloc amendment that con-
tained all the amendments.

And, Mr. Speaker, | would like to
read from the letter of the Super-
intendent of the Boston Public
Schools.

Dear Mr. Moakley: | understand that the
Teacher Empowerment bill passed two weeks
ago by the Education and the Workforce
Committee will be considered on the House
floor as early as Tuesday, July 20, 1999.

I am urging you to oppose this bill unless
the well-targeted Class Size Reduction pro-
gram is removed from the block grant and
retained in its current form. | estimate that
Boston would lose 12 to 15 percent of its cur-
rent allocations under the current bill.

Sincerely,

Thomas Payzant, Superintendent, Boston
Public Schools.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from California  (Mr.
GEORGE MILLER).

(Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
asked and was given permission to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, later today after the
adoption of the rule, we will have the
debate on what | believe is a historic
bill in this sense; that we have been
funding the Title | program and Teach-
er Improvement Program now for sev-
eral decades, and never during the
process of that program did we ever
ask that they use this money to hire
qualified teachers and that the States,
in fact, put a qualified teacher in every
classroom. This legislation, both the
Martinez substitute and the bipartisan
bill, requires both of that.

At the same time, it also makes it
very clear that we carry out the intent
of the ESEA bill, which was to provide
Federal assistance to close the gaps be-
tween educationally disadvantaged
young children and others in our soci-
ety. Yet as we continue to measure it,
the gap continues to widen all over the
country.

For the first time in the 30-year his-
tory of this program, we are asking the
school districts be measured and be
held accountable for closing the gap
between majority students and minor-
ity students and between rich students
and poor students so that in fact all
students can learn under our system.

We know that the biggest single fac-
tor in the ability of a child to learn in
our educational system is the quality
of that teacher; yet we find ourselves
throughout this country saddled with
tens of thousands of teachers that are
not qualified to teach in the core sub-
ject matters in which they are teach-
ing. This legislation says that the Fed-
eral money ought to be used for that.

This Federal legislation also pre-
serves the President’s program for
100,000 teachers. 1 would prefer to pre-
serve it as the Martinez substitute,
which will be offered later, does. But
the fact of the matter is it is also very
logical to look at the way the bipar-
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tisan bill does this, which says schools
must use this money for class size re-
duction; but if they cannot hire com-
petent teachers, they do not have the
facilities to do it properly, then they
can use the money until such time to
go ahead with teacher development,
improvement, and training, all of the
things we know are absolutely essen-
tial all over this country to improve
the professionalism of our teacher core
and to make sure they are in fact cer-
tified and qualified to teach in their
core subject.
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It is for that reason, Mr. Speaker,
that | will be voting for the Martinez
substitute. | will also be voting with-
out reservations other than the tar-
geting matters for the bipartisan Good-
ling substitute that will be offered
later this afternoon. | would hope that
Members would focus on the issues of
teacher quality and accountability, be-
cause for far too often, we have put in
over $125 billion into this program and
we have neither gotten teacher quality
out of this program nor have we gotten
the accountability of school districts
for improvement of the students which
the money is designed to help.

I would urge Members to consider,
certainly on our side of the aisle, vot-
ing for the substitute, also voting for
the bipartisan legislation.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
DREIER), the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Rules.

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my friend for yielding me the time and
congratulate her on the fine job that
she is doing.

As my friend from Martinez, Cali-
fornia, has just said, this is a bipar-
tisan bill. It is very important. At the
beginning of the 106th Congress, we es-
tablished four priorities that we want-
ed to address. Number one of those
items was to improve public education.
We all know that as we look at edu-
cation in this country, we have a su-
perb postsecondary education system,
but at the primary and secondary level,
we have some great school districts
around the country and some great,
great schools, but we also have some
very serious problems.

So as we look at improving public
education, what is it that we must do?
We have got to provide a little more
flexibility to those school districts so
that they can address many of the
needs that are out there.

Now, we saw the much heralded call
for 100,000 additional teachers. That is
great. It sounds wonderful. But it
seems to me as we look at school dis-
tricts around the country, there are
issues other than simply adding teach-
ers that they want to address. And
what H.R. 1995 does is it allows for that
flexibility.
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I want to congratulate the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING), the
gentleman from California  (Mr.
MCKEON) and the others who are work-
ing with Democrats to make sure that
this is a bipartisan issue. | am also
proud of the way that we have struc-
tured the rule. It, in fact, has an equal
number of amendments from our
friends on the Democratic side and an
equal number of Republican amend-
ments. | think that with the kind re-
marks that have been made by Demo-
crats here in support of the committee
work, although yesterday afternoon |
have to admit there was kind of an in-
teresting debate and it is not unani-
mous. There are some who frankly
want to still have more Federal in-
volvement in the area of education and
they want to involve themselves in
micromanaging it. We want to provide
flexibility. This bill does that. The rule
allows for a free-flowing debate. |1 urge
my colleagues to support it.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. OWENS).

(Mr. OWENS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, since the
American public in poll after poll has
indicated that Federal assistance to
education is a number one priority,
every major education bill which
comes to the floor should come with an
open rule. The opportunity to discuss
education policies and programs should
not be constricted and oppressed as
they are in this rule. The opportunity
to let the voters hear a full debate
must always be encouraged.

What the Republican majority is
doing is supporting this antidemo-
cratic, piecemeal approach in the hope
that they will accomplish the ultimate
attempt of the Republican majority to
move us to a situation where the role
of the Federal Government in edu-
cation is abolished. They are really
still pursuing the goal of abolishing the
role of the Federal Government, and a
block grant is their desired result.

This is the second beachhead for the
block grant. Ed flex was the first one.
This is the second one. By eliminating
the President’s initiative for a reduc-
tion in classroom size, it is one more
step to move the Federal Government
out of education and allow for a total
block grant to go to the States with
the Governors having an opportunity
to use the money as they see fit.

This rule is crafted to limit debate,
maximize confusion and vigorously
promote the perverted Robin Hood
mentality which will take resources
concentrated in our present Federal
policy toward poor schools and spread
it for other purposes while authorizing
no significant new funding. Our com-
mittee does not demand new funding to
take care of the education needs that
have been identified by the American
voters.
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Educationally, this is a Robin Hood
operating in reverse. It is going to
eliminate Federal priorities, throw
away accountability, and it will pilfer
the money from the poor. It will take
from the poorest schools where edu-
cation policy presently directs money
and spread it out and not provide any
new resources.

We have a budget surplus now. Why
do we not make a demand on some por-
tion of that surplus for education in-
stead of robbing from the poor to take
care of needs that are definitely there?
We need to modernize our schools, we
need to secure our schools, we need
money for school construction; across
the board all of the efforts to improve
education are honorable, but they need
resources. You do not solve the prob-
lem by taking resources from the areas
where you have the greatest need. The
core of the festering problem in edu-
cation is in the poorest schools in rural
areas and in big cities.

What we are doing with this bill is
moving toward a maneuver which will
rob those schools in favor of spreading
the money and making it appear that
we have done something for education
here in Washington. This is not the ap-
propriate move. It is going to lead to a
block grant where we lose Federal in-
volvement altogether.

The Federal Government is only in-
volved to the tune of 7 to 8 percent at
this point. It is not injuring schools in
any way. Let us keep the Federal Gov-
ernment involved by protecting the
President’s class size initiative in this
bill.

Vote ““‘no”’ on the rule. Vote ‘“no” on
the bill.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
am pleased to yield 4 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. SOUDER), a member of the com-
mittee.

(Mr. SOUDER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, first let
me say to my friend from New York
that this does not touch title | which is
a massive program which | and many
others favor, because many States did
not in fact pay enough attention to the
lower income areas of this country.
Some States deliberately wiped out
their property tax so that minorities
would not have sufficient schools and
went to private schools, and because of
that the Federal Government stepped
in and said those who are in low-in-
come areas are going to need some
help; just like as we had special-needs
kids around this country that led to
the development of IDEA. There is no
question that there is a role, some role,
for the Federal Government in edu-
cation. The question is, is fundamen-
tally who do we trust the most?

This rule gives us the flexibility to
debate a number of the different op-
tions and to really highlight again
today the differences as to how the
bulk of education should be run in this
country, not the exceptions. We are not
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abandoning what we are putting into
low-income students or into IDEA. But
what we are saying is that rather than
say, we know best here on the floor of
this House what the school districts in
my district in northeast Indiana or
anywhere in the country should do,
some of them work to lower their class
size and some of them rather than get-
ting it down to 18 might want to have
19 in the class size and have better
teachers for effectiveness. Others may
want and need more teachers in IDEA
which is the biggest financial drain in
the local school districts because they
cannot take care of many of these stu-
dents that the courts have ordered
them and Congress has ordered them to
take care of.

Each school district has their own
funding flexibilities, each State has
their own funding flexibilities and pri-
orities they have to work. Who are we
to say that they have to go a certain
direction?

Once again, let me repeat, this bill,
while there are nuances in the addi-
tional spending proposed in the 100,000
new teachers and other programs, does
not touch the basic funding mecha-
nisms of which we have tried to put
into low-income students.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SOUDER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. OWENS. The gentleman said who
are we to emphasize one thing over an-
other? Most of the experts agree on few
things in education, but they do agree
that small class sizes in the early
grades are essential to promoting read-
ing and other subjects.

Mr. SOUDER. Reclaiming my time,
all of these things are a balance; that
in fact research shows that teacher
quality. Now, if the class size is 30
versus 18, but the class size differen-
tial, 19 or 20 compared to the teacher
quality; depending whether you have
computer access in your schools, if the
schools are falling down, if you have
inadequate textbooks and the parents
cannot afford the textbooks. Different
schools have different problems. |
agree that if there is a wide disparity,
but at the margins, and what | have
seen in my district, in foundations
around our country and so on is that
we have seen, compared to the past, an
amazing advancement in the local
school boards and in particular State
education associations in trying to im-
prove the quality of education. We need
to give them more flexibility. And
when they fail, we step in like we did
with title | and IDEA.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SOUDER. 1| yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, | just
want to make sure that the gentleman
from New York did not give anybody
the impression that somehow or other
there is a magic pill out there that if
you reduce class size, all of a sudden
you are going to have better instruc-
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tion and the child is going to do better.
If I am a parent and | have a choice be-
tween 25 students in the classroom and
a quality teacher or 17 students in the
classroom and what they have done in
California and have people who are not
capable of teaching, | want 25 in the
classroom and a quality teacher.

The most important thing that every
researcher ever said is that next to the
parent, the most important factor for
learning is the quality of the teacher in
the classroom. We do not want to ever
lose sight of that.

Mr. McKEON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SOUDER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. MCKEON. The beauty of this bill
is that we can have both, because we do
the class size reduction, unless they do
not have the adequate space or do not
have the adequate teachers. Then we
give them the ability to enhance the
education of the teacher. This is the
beauty of this bill, is we can have our
cake and eat it, too. That is one of the
great things about the thing we have
put together in this bill.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. ROEMER).

(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Massachusetts for
yielding me the time here on this very
important legislation today.

I rise, Mr. Speaker, and will support
the Martinez amendment which will
devote some more resources to edu-
cation that we badly need. | also will
support the underlying bipartisan bill
that emphasizes a reduction in class
size and an emphasis on the quality of
the teacher standing in front of the
classroom.

Now, | applaud some on the Repub-
lican side for this bipartisan bill be-
cause | know that 3 or 4 years ago,
there were some on that side that ad-
vocated reducing the Department of
Education to rubble and now we are
emphasizing in a bipartisan way reduc-
ing the class sizes in America and put-
ting emphasis on the quality of the
teacher that stands in front of those
students.

I think this is a bipartisan bill, a
Democratic-Republican bill, for two
reasons: It emphasizes the right goals
that all American parents and teachers
and students agree with, and, that is,
generally, in the earliest grades, 1
through 3, that when we have smaller
class sizes, 18 or 20, we are more effec-
tive in making sure those children get
off to the right start and get up to
speed in their reading skills. Secondly,
the delivery mechanism is right in this
bipartisan bill. It does not loosely
structure a block grant that you can
spend money on anything. It tightly
targets the spending for the State and
the local school to choose between two
things, a reduction in class size or
quality teachers. | think that those are
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both equally important goals and |
would encourage my colleagues to sup-
port Martinez and support the under-
lying bipartisan bill.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume to enter into a colloquy with the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GOODLING), the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Education and the Work-
force.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in support
of the Teacher Empowerment Act be-
cause it promotes teacher quality, re-
duces class size and sends dollars di-
rectly to the classroom. In light of the
third annual math and science study
scores, | am concerned that we are not
focusing enough on math and science
education. Therefore, I am especially
pleased that this legislation promotes
and strengthens math and science
teacher training through the Eisen-
hower National Clearinghouse for Math
and Science Education. Located at the
Ohio State University, the Eisenhower
National Clearinghouse collects, cata-
logs and disseminates K-12 curriculum
materials and resources in mathe-
matics and science and provides teach-
ers with a variety of services, including
a technical help desk and reference
service, print publications, and 12 dem-
onstration sites located throughout the
Nation.

Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman from
Pennsylvania knows, the Eisenhower
Clearinghouse is not a one-size- fits-all
program. This program is available to
teachers all across the country 24
hours a day, 7 days a week. Further-
more, there are no forms to fill out, ap-
plications to file or enrollment fees to
pay. Because of this flexibility, our Na-
tion’s math and science teachers made
Eisenhower National Clearinghouse’s
website one of the most visited edu-
cation sites, receiving over 14 million
hits.

| yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania whose work | very much ad-
mire for his response.
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Mr. GOODLING. The gentlewoman is
correct. The Eisenhower National
Clearinghouse is a valuable resource to
all teachers nationwide, has done a
great service with respect to providing
our Nation’s teachers with quality
math and science resources. In fact,
the Committee on Education and the
Workforce intends to further highlight
the mission and positive results of the
Eisenhower National Clearinghouse as
it moves to reauthorize the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
strongly believe that this is a program
that deserves our strong support, and |
thank the chairman very much for his
time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS).

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my friend for yielding this time to me,
and | oppose this rule for the reasons
outlined by my friend, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. OWENS).

This debate today is going to revisit
a fundamental debate about values
that we have had frequently in the last
40 years in the history of American
education. For nearly the first 200
years of our country’s history, the role
of the Federal Government in public
education was passive, some would
even say negligent, as we sat on the
sidelines and watched the process go
forward.

In the late 1950’s, we had a choice be-
tween being passive in the face of ra-
cial segregation or being activist to try
to end it, to create equality of edu-
cational opportunity. Slowly, pain-
fully, grudgingly the courts, the Con-
gress, the Executive Branch choose ac-
tivist Federal involvement to end ra-
cial segregation.

In the 1960’s we faced a choice be-
tween sitting on the sidelines as poor
children systematically attended poor-
er schools, and we collectively made an
activist choice to enact the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 to lend some assistance to lift
those struggling schools up in what-
ever way we could.

Also in the 1960’s we faced a choice
between sitting and watching as chil-
dren with a disability were frozen out
of the mainstream education process,
who found that their needs for speech
therapists or special teachers often
wound up at the bottom of the local
school board’s priority list, behind
AstroTurf for the football field, behind
trips to Disney World for the board of
education, and we enacted the IDEA
that created in Federal law a Federal
right for every child to have the high-
est quality education in the least re-
strictive learning environment.

Today, | believe we are facing the
same choice all over again with respect
to the issue of quality of learning for
every child in every setting in the pri-
mary grades. Last year a majority of
us chose to take the activist position
that we should encourage the reduction
of class sizes by adding 100,000 teachers,
qualified teachers, to this country’s
teaching corps.

I believe the choice before us today is
whether we should simply be a Federal
subsidy or a national priority. Make no
mistake about it. The bill that will be
before us today is well intentioned, but
it repeals the national commitment to
reduction in class sizes.

As the debate unfolds, we will be able
to outline the reasons for that, but I
would urge my colleagues to reject this
rule on the grounds it is exclusive of
good ideas and to ultimately reject the
bill because | believe it steps away
from that fundamental commitment to
an activist Federal Government that is
principled in its pursuits, but limited
and carefully tailored in its means.

Please oppose the rule and oppose the
underlying bill.
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Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I am sorry the gen-
tleman for whom the Committee on
Rules made two amendments in order
now finds himself opposing this fair
rule.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
30 additional seconds to the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS).

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, | very
much appreciate the indulgence of the
Committee on Rules in permitting two
of my amendments. | would note for
the Record it rejected a third that
would have promoted the teaching of
holocaust education. | regret that that
was the fact.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. MicaA).

(Mr. MICA asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, | heard re-
cently one of my colleagues from the
other side of the aisle say that the new
majority tried to turn the Department
of Education into a pile of rubble, and
that brought me to the floor to re-
spond.

We have before us today a very fair
rule and a very powerful piece of edu-
cation legislation which would return
power to the teacher. Now let me tell
my colleagues that the last thing for 40
years on the education feeding chain
has been the teacher and the student. |
chaired the Subcommittee on Civil
Service. In the Department of Edu-
cation there are 5,000 employees of
which 3,000 are located in the City of
Washington, and those employees in
the Department of Education are earn-
ing between 50 and $110,000 on average.
Show me a teacher in my district that
has that money.

The balance of the 2,000 Department
of Education employees are located in
regional offices. We are saying, put the
money, put the power, put the empha-
sis. We only spend 5 percent of Federal
money; the total amount in education
comes from the Federal level. We are
saying, put that money in the class-
room with the students, not in Wash-
ington, not with bureaucrats, and em-
power the teacher, empower the stu-
dent, and empower the classroom.

That is why we are offering this leg-
islation today. That is why | ask for
support for this rule and for this par-
ticular piece of legislation.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 additional minute to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. OWENS).

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, | think it
has been clear that the intent of the
Republican majority is to eliminate
the Federal role in education. They do
not question, however, the ability of
the White House and the Office of Man-
agement and Budget to analyze the
content of legislation. 1 want to read
from the President’s letter on this bill:
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H.R. 1995 abolishes a dedicated funding
stream for class size reduction and replaces
it with a block grant that fails to guarantee
that any funding will be used for hiring new
teachers to reduce class size. Moreover, the
block grant could be used simply to replace
State or local funding instead of increasing
overall investment in our public schools. If
the Congress sends me H.R. 1995 in its cur-
rent form, | will veto it in order to protect
our Nation’s commitment to smaller classes
and better schools.

There are some speakers who keep
insisting that there is nothing wrong
with the bill in terms of protecting the
reduction in the classroom size ini-
tially, but definitely this leaves it wide
open. It pushes the Federal priority
aside and leaves the decision open for
local education officials.

As my colleagues know, most local
education officials will seize the oppor-
tunity to spend the money as they
want to spend it.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
have no further speakers.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. KIND).

(Mr. KIND asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, after this
rule passes, we are going to have a very
serious and important debate about im-
proving the quality of teachers, admin-
istrators, and superintendents in our
school system across the country. As a
member of the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce, | rise in sup-
port of H.R. 1995, the Teacher Em-
powerment Act, as it will hopefully be
amended by the chairman’s amend-
ment later today.

I also have to admit, however, that I
have not been the most enthusiastic
supporter on the committee to the
piecemeal approach to breaking down
the ESEA reauthorization this year
into component parts. | feel that it was
important to do the ESEA reauthoriza-
tion all together in a comprehensive
way recognizing the need of improving
teacher, principal, and administrator
quality in our schools, placing heavy
emphasis on class size reduction, focus-
ing emphasis on accountability and
standards, but also recognizing the se-
rious challenge we face in infrastruc-
ture needs that exist in our public
schools across the country.

But if we are going to piecemeal this,
I think this bill, the Teacher Empower-
ment Act, is a very good first start in
the area of improving teachers’, prin-
cipals’, and administrators’ quality in
our schools. Based on the hearings that
we have had in the committee through-
out the course of the year, Mr. Speak-
er, we face a serious challenge with the
impending retirement of the baby
boom generation and a roughly 2,000-
teacher shortage over the next 10
years.

This bill concentrates on quality im-
provement. The amendment of the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER)
that is going to be offered later today
to expand Troops to Teachers to other
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qualified individuals who are looking
for a career change and who want to
contribute their talents to teaching
will hopefully help in the area of the
shortage problem as well. | encourage
my colleagues to support the Roemer
amendment.

Now there is going to be some con-
troversy in the course of the day in re-
gards to the lack of a separate funding
stream to support the President’s ini-
tiative of hiring 100,000 additional
teachers. | believe, given the language
of the underlying bill, that that con-
cern is misplaced.

The bill does require that class size
reduction be given a top priority. This
is entirely consistent with the Ed-flex
legislation that was passed earlier in
the year and that the President signed
into law which allows local school dis-
tricts to have the flexibility to apply
for waivers and use the money for
other priority needs that they have,
such as professional development pro-
grams. We could go out and hire an ad-
ditional 100,000 new teachers, but if
they are unqualified, that could do
more harm than good.

Mr. Speaker, do not get me wrong. |
am a big proponent of class size reduc-
tion. My own State of Wisconsin has
implemented the SAGE program back
in 1993 for class size reduction in K
through third grades. We have had a re-
cent study coming out of the Univer-
sity of Wisconsin at Milwaukee show-
ing the drastic improvement of student
test scores in those classes that have
had reduced class sizes in the State of
Wisconsin under SAGE.

We had hearings on class reduction in
the course of the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce, one in par-
ticular highlighting the successes of
the STAR program that was imple-
mented in Tennessee on class size re-
duction. There are other States across
the country implementing class size re-
duction programs, and | would hope
that it would be a collective goal for
all school districts to work for class
size reduction and a better teacher-
pupil ratio.

As my colleagues know, this bill rec-
ognizes and balances the twin goals of
class size reduction and the importance
of getting qualified teachers into the
classroom. That is why | want to com-
mend the gentleman (Mr. MILLER) for
his strong teacher quality language
that is also contained in the chair-
man’s amendment.

This is not a perfect bill, Mr. Speak-
er, but it is a very good bill. It is a bill
that both Democrats and Republicans
can stand up and take credit for and
feel good about, including the Presi-
dent of the United States. So | would
encourage my colleagues to support
the chairman’s amendment and also at
the end of the day to support the un-
derlying bill.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MARTINEZ).

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I am
simply in awe of the collective wisdom
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that exists in Washington, D.C., espe-
cially in Congress, and | look at these
things from a very maybe simple per-
spective of having, one, been one that
was raised in an impoverished neigh-
borhood and went to schools that were
not quite as excellent or elegant as the
schools on the other side of town. But
the situation still remains today the
same as it did then.

The question is, and we get into this
debate, and we get so focused that we
sometimes cannot see the trees for the
forest. We say class size reduction as if
class size reduction is the most impor-
tant part, or we say teacher quality as
if teacher quality was the most impor-
tant part. | come from a different per-
spective, that | believe that both are.

I guess we do not all keep up with the
studies, and | am not too sure that |
rely on studies all the time, but more
recently, in just the last couple of
weeks, there was a study that came out
that showed that class size reduction
in and of itself does a great deal of
good for students because there is that
one-on-one ability.

And remember this, that the target
area is that K through 6 to begin with,
and we would like to expand it beyond
that, but K through 6.

And as | remember when | went to
school, the teachers that were certified
to teach K through 6 were generally
certified teachers that have been
through the training that was nec-
essary to become qualified teachers,
and they taught all subjects.
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We did not have, and we still do not
have, by and large, in most places in
the country in K through 6 a seg-
regated class for math and a segregated
class for science and a segregated class
for this and that and the other.

These teachers are teaching all sub-
jects to the classes. But more impor-
tantly, they are developing cognitive
ability for those students so that when
they get into the grades when those
classes are separated, and | think we
ought to remember that when those in-
structional classes, math, science, and
the rest are in individual classes, they
are in the upper grades. We are not
talking about that here. We are talking
about those earlier grades with the cer-
tified teachers.

More recently, a study showed that
class size reduction and where those
students were in that smaller class
size, whether or not that teacher was
qualified in any particular subject,
that those students benefited as much
as did the kids that were in small class
sizes with teachers that were certified
in specific subject matter.

So really, it only amounts to the fact
of who do we target in this bill? We
target the more needy. In their bill,
the way the funding formula would
begin, before we were able to get con-
cession from them for hold harmless,
and then beyond the hold harmless, it
still has the faulty funding formula
that draws money away from those
areas where the children really need it.
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Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MARTINEZ. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, my ques-
tion is, there is nothing in this bill
that says that class size reduction can-
not be a part for the schools that the
gentleman is mentioning. My under-
standing is that a school district can
decide that class size reduction is abso-
lutely the most important.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, | would respond by
saying that the bill is not a bad bill,
but it is just a little bit lacking, and
that is where we would like to improve
the bill to the point that it really tar-
gets the most needy.

Let me say, when they say in the bill
that the highest priority is class size
reduction and there is no separate
funding for it, they really do not give
it a priority. So it leaves it up to the
locals to decide where they are going
to spend the money, whether they de-
termine that they need it for class size
reduction or they need it for teacher
training. And | have nothing against
either, because | believe that both go
hand in hand, one with the other. But
we ought to at least do it in a way that
says to them, do the class size reduc-
tion, get the qualified teachers, show
us which way we really need to spend
the money before we authorize it being
spent, rather than leaving it.

Now, | know we always say that
locals know best. Well, | wonder, if the
locals know best, then why did the
Federal Government get involved in
this at all? The Federal Government
got involved in these programs because
locals did not make the decisions that
were necessary to take care of the chil-
dren with disabilities, to take care of
bilingual problems, to take care of dis-
advantaged students, and that is where
the Federal programs came up with
Title | and other programs.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
California (Mr. MCKEON).

Mr. McKEON. Mr. Speaker, | just
wanted to respond to the distinguished
ranking member to a couple of things
he said. | appreciate, and | would like
to say that before the world, the fact
that we did work together on a bipar-
tisan bill. We ran into a glitch along
the road, but this was a bipartisan bill,
and my hope is that with final passage
today, the world will know it is a bi-
partisan bill.

A couple of things the gentleman
talked about. The gentleman men-
tioned reducing the class size K
through 3, but then he used K through
6 several times.

In the bill that we have, it says re-
duce class sizes nationally in grades 1
to 3 to an average of 18 students.

So the difference is the substitute is
a Federal mandate that says nationally
reduce class size 1 to 3 to an average of
18 students.

And then as to the gentleman’s ques-
tion about who do we trust more, local

or Federal Government, well, | spent 9
years on a school board. | do have great
confidence in local control.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MARTINEZ).

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, when |
referred to K through 6, 1 was referring
to the fact of my own experience in
grammar school that we had teachers
that were qualified in all subjects and
they taught all subjects, and K through
6 in most parts of the country today,
not that our bill was inclusive of K
through 6, but that is the situation
that actually exists, and | think we
ought to deal with the realities that
are actually out there.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
back the balance of my time.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself the balance of my time.

In closing, I will remind my col-
leagues that this rule is fair and bal-
anced. Of the 12 amendments made in
order by the Committee on Rules, 6 are
offered by Democrats and 6 by Repub-
licans. This equal treatment is appro-
priate for consideration of a bill that
has bipartisan support. | hope my col-
leagues will join me in supporting both
the rule and the underlying Teacher
Empowerment Act which relies on the
principles of teacher quality, smaller
class size, accountability, and local
control to improve our children’s edu-
cation.

But, teachers are central to today’s
debate, which is appropriate. Perhaps
more than any other factor in edu-
cation, teachers are key to academic
achievement. By investing in our
teachers through this legislation, we
are strengthening our most valuable
education resource. | urge my col-
leagues to support both the rule and
the Teacher Empowerment Act.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time, and | move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 227, nays
187, not voting 19, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 315]
YEAS—227

Aderholt Barton Boehlert
Archer Bass Boehner
Armey Bateman Bonilla
Bachus Bereuter Bono
Baker Biggert Brady (TX)
Ballenger Bilbray Bryant
Barr Bilirakis Burr
Barrett (NE) Bliley Burton
Bartlett Blunt Buyer
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Callahan
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook

Cox

Crane
Crowley
Cubin
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Mr. SHERMAN and Mrs. CLAYTON
changed their vote from ‘‘yea” to
“nay.”’

Mr. HALL of Texas changed his vote
from “‘nay” to ‘“‘yea.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
STEARNS). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 253 and rule XVIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill,
H.R. 1995.

O 1334
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1995) to
amend the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 to empower
teachers, improve student achievement
through high-quality professional de-
velopment for teachers, reauthorize the
Reading Excellence Act, and for other
purposes, with Mr. SHIMKUS in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. GooDLING) and the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. CLAY)
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING).

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.
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Mr. Chairman, if someone is a parent
and someone has an opportunity to
have their child in a classroom with 25
other students with a quality teacher,
or if someone is a parent and they have
the opportunity to have their child in a
classroom of 18 children with someone
who is not qualified to teach, who
would they choose?

Well, it is very obvious. They would
choose the quality teacher. All of the
studies would indicate that next to the
parent, and | repeat next to the parent,
the determining factor as to whether a
child does well or poorly in school has
a great deal to do, more than anything
else, with the quality of that classroom
teacher.

In California, and we are going to
hear that well they moved too quickly.
They went on a crusade to reduce class
size, spent $3 billion to do it. What did
they end up getting in return? Medioc-
rity in the classroom, where they need-
ed the most in places like Los Angeles.
Why? Because they did not have qual-
ity teachers to put there.

Now we are going to hear, as | said,
well, they moved too quickly. Let me
say about moving too quickly. Just in
the last 2 weeks, the President sent out
the first grants on reducing class size.
And guess what? No quality control
whatsoever. | do not even know if they
have to be able to add and subtract. He
does not say they have to. There is no
quality control whatsoever. So talk
about moving too quickly, I will guar-
antee that is exactly what has hap-
pened.

Quality teachers have to prepare if
they are going to make a difference.
Reducing the class size will not make
one bit of difference if we cannot put a
quality teacher there, and it will not
make one bit of difference if we do not
have anyplace to put the teacher.

So what we are saying here is, we un-
derstand that. We understand that
there has to be a quality teacher. We
understand there has to be a place to
put that quality teacher to teach those
children. So we say, promote teacher
quality. That should be the first and
foremost thing as a Congress we should
try to encourage.

Secondly, we say, reduce class size.
We do not say, reduce class size no
matter who is stuck in that classroom.
We say, maybe they are going to have
to better prepare some that are in their
own school at the present time rather
than stick someone who is not quali-
fied into that classroom.

We say, get the money down to that
classroom. We say, promote innovative
teacher reforms; promote teacher ten-
ure reform; teacher testing; merit-
based teacher performance systems; al-
ternative routes to teacher certifi-
cation; differential and bonus pay for
teachers in high-need subject areas and
areas where they are needed the most;
provide teacher choice.

If the local school district cannot
provide decent retraining, with decent
in-service programs, we say that the
teacher can go and get it and we will

H5863

make sure that it is covered. It ensures
high-quality professional development
and provides accountability to parents
and taxpayers, and it promotes math
and science.

We are talking about quality, and for
all of these years we should have been
talking about quality rather than
quantity. So let us get along with it
and provide the local school district
the opportunity to put quality people
in every classroom so every child has
an equal opportunity for a good edu-
cation.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, last year, Congress
passed the omnibus appropriations bill,
making a $1.2 billion down payment on
President Clinton’s plan to hire 100,000
new classroom teachers. It was sup-
ported by Democrats and Republicans
because overwhelming evidence dem-
onstrates that students in smaller
classes with qualified teachers have
greater academic success, especially in
the early grades.

H.R. 1995, the Teacher Empowerment
Act, threatens the future of this class
size reduction program by allowing
funds to be diverted to other uses with-
out having to address the shame of
overcrowded classrooms.

Only on rare occasions have there
been such unanimous opposition in the
education community to a proposal
such as this one. Every major edu-
cation group has expressed strong op-
position to abolishing the requirement
to target funding for class size reduc-
tion.

Now, Mr. Chairman, the people who
drafted this bill are all isolated here in
Washington, D.C. and want everybody
to think that they have the answers to
the problems in public education, but a
sampling of such comments from peo-
ple who are out there in the trenches,
who are out there every day dealing
with the problems of education, is
something that we ought to pay atten-
tion to.

The Council of Chief State School Of-
ficers say that they support the Mar-
tinez Democratic substitute because,
and | quote, ‘““H.R. 1995 fails to ensure a
stable and growing funding stream of
resources for both professional develop-
ment and class size reduction. The
Martinez substitute would target Fed-
eral resources to two distinct but com-
panion Federal priorities without mak-
ing them compete against each other
for a fixed pot of funds,”” end of quote.

The National Education Association
writes, and | quote, ““NEA strongly op-
poses provisions of H.R. 1995 to com-
bine the class size reduction program
with Goals 2000 and professional devel-
opment programs. Combining class size
reduction with other programs will
serve merely to undermine its effec-
tiveness by failing to achieve the goal
of hiring 100,000 qualified teachers,”
end of quote.

The National School Boards Associa-
tion, representing thousands of school
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districts across the country, opposes
the approach taken in this bill. They
write, and | quote, Mr. Chairman,
“Much stronger legislation and far
more targeted Federal dollars are need-
ed if the Nation’s public schools are to
ensure that students, particularly
those in poverty, have a real oppor-
tunity to improve student achieve-
ment. H.R. 1995 implies that America’s
school board members must make the
unfortunate choice between access to
high-quality teachers and access to an
effective learning environment with a
teacher ratio that research has proven
is effective,”” end of quote.

Other groups, Mr. Chairman, includ-
ing the American Federation of Teach-
ers, the Council of Great City Schools,
the National Parent and Teachers As-
sociation, and the Leadership Con-
ference on Civil Rights all strongly
support a separate stream of funding
for class size reduction.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, President
Clinton on the recommendation of Sec-
retary Riley has issued a veto threat
on this bill. All across the country
children, parents, and teachers are
counting on us to finish the job of re-
ducing class sizes. The Martinez sub-
stitute that will be offered later today
makes good on this commitment by
continuing a separate stream of sup-
port for the Clay-Clinton Class Size Re-
duction Act.

Mr. Chairman, too many of our stu-
dents and teachers are now struggling
in classrooms with as many as 35 chil-
dren. We should not let them down. |
urge support of the Martinez substitute
and, if it fails, |1 urge rejection of H.R.
1995.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.
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Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, |
should have told the ranking member
we were going to name the bill after
him when it passes.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
MCKEON), the subcommittee chair who
was the chief honcho, making sure that
the staff did a good job, which they cer-
tainly did.

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 1995, the Teach-
er Empowerment Act.

I would like to open my remarks by
thanking the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GOODLING), chairman of the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce for his leadership in bring-
ing this important legislation to the
House floor.

I would also like to thank the gen-
tleman from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE),
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Early Childhood, Youth and Families,
other members of our committee, and
certainly the Speaker of the House, the
majority leader, and other Members of
the House leadership for their hard
work on this issue.

This legislation will make a signifi-
cant and positive impact on how we
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prepare our Nation’s teaching force by
providing States and local school dis-
tricts with needed funding to train
high quality teachers and to hire new
teachers where necessary.

In the development of the Teacher
Empowerment Act, we have made
every effort to put together a bill that
is in the best interest of children, par-
ents, and teachers. We have also tried
to include the best elements of teacher
training proposals from the governors,
the administration, and different Mem-
bers of Congress on a bipartisan basis.

The Teacher Empowerment Act was
developed with three key principles in
mind: teacher excellence, smaller
classes, and local choices.

The bill gives States and particularly
local school districts the flexibility to
focus on initiatives they believe will
improve both teacher quality and stu-
dent performance. In exchange for this
flexibility, the bill holds local school
districts accountable to parents and
taxpayers for demonstrating results
measured in improved student perform-
ance and higher quality teachers.

This legislation encourages intensive
long-term teacher training programs
that are directly related to the subject
matter taught by the teacher. We know
that this works.

If localities are unable to provide
such professional development, teach-
ers will be given the choice to select
their own high quality teacher training
programs through teacher opportunity
payments. For the first time, we are
giving teachers a choice in how they
upgrade their skills. Our teacher oppor-
tunity payments will empower indi-
vidual teachers or groups of teachers to
choose the training methods that best
meet their classroom needs.

The Teacher Empowerment Act
maintains an important focus on math
and science, as under current law, but
the legislation expands teacher train-
ing beyond just the subjects of math
and science.

The legislation ensures that teachers
will be provided training of the highest
quality in all of the core academic sub-
jects.

By combining the funding of several
current Federal education programs,
the Teacher Empowerment Act pro-
vides over $2 billion annually over the
next 5 years to give States and, more
importantly, local school districts the
flexibility they need to improve both
teacher quality and student perform-
ance.

The bill also encourages innovation
on how schools improve the quality of
their teachers. Some localities may
choose to pursue tenure reform or
merit-based performance plans. Others
may want to try differential and bonus
pay for teachers qualified to teach sub-
jects in high demand. Still, others may
want to explore alternative routes to
certification.

Further, the Teacher Empowerment
Act continues to support local initia-
tives to reduce class size. In fact,
schools would be required to use a por-
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tion of their funds for hiring teachers.
However, unlike the President’s pro-
gram, we do not dictate to the schools
how much they spend on new teachers.
Instead, schools will be allowed to de-
termine the right balance between
quality teachers and class size reduc-
tion.

Instead of paying for 100,000 new
teachers 1 year at a time, we are pro-
viding local school districts with the
resources to train over 500,000 qualified
teachers each year over a 5-year period.

Finally, schools will also be allowed
to hire special education teachers with
these funds. All of these options are
feasible in our legislation because we
do not try to tell schools what their
approach should be. We do not want to
impose any one system that every
school must follow in order to upgrade
the quality of its teachers. That will
not work, because one size does not fit
all.

The Teacher Empowerment Act is
good, balanced legislation. It provides
the flexibility that States and local
school districts need to improve the
quality of their teaching force with
two goals in mind: increases in student
achievement and increases in the
knowledge of teachers in the subjects
they teach.

I encourage all of my colleagues in
the House to support this important
legislation as we work to improve our
Nation’s schools.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MARTINEZ).

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in opposition to the bill before us
today. There is nothing that | would
have liked more than to come to the
House floor with real meaningful, bi-
partisan teacher quality legislation.

When the gentleman from California
(Mr. McKeoN) and | first began the
process of reauthorizing title Il of the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act, | had high hopes of doing just
that.

The chairman and | held several of
the most informative hearings | have
attended since coming to Congress
many years ago. We heard from witness
after witness that teacher quality is
one of the most important factors in
student achievement.

However, we were alarmed to learn
that 10 percent of our Nation’s public
school teachers are currently
uncertified and another 28 percent are
teaching out-of-field or in subject areas
in which they hold no degree.

To address this serious problem, our
members wanted legislation that would
ensure that every child receives in-
struction from a highly qualified indi-
vidual and an environment conducive
to learning. As a result, we wrote in
the Miller amendment to our bill, one
that the other side did not have in
their bill when they first introduced it
in committee.

I am pleased that several Democratic
proposals, regarding recruitment, re-
tention, and high quality professional
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development for all school personnel
are included in their bill.

I am also pleased to see that the pro-
visions of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GEORGE MILLER) on ac-
countability, which require that all
teachers be qualified in areas in which
they provide instructions by 2003, are
included in the chairman’s mark.

However, what started out to be a bi-
partisan process turned into political
posturing when the chairman was in-
structed by his leadership, as he just
explained in his opening statement, to
eliminate the Clinton class size reduc-
tion initiative as we know it by rolling
it into a block grant to the States and,
as a result, putting quality teacher and
small class size against one another.

Last year, this Congress promised
teachers, students, and parents across
the Nation that we would help them re-
duce class size with qualified teachers
over the next 6 years. The first down
payment on that promise was made to
the States just a few weeks ago.

Because H.R. 1995 reneges on that
promise, it has elicited a veto threat
from the President and letters of oppo-
sition from all the major education
groups, including the National Edu-
cation Association, the American Fed-
eration of Teachers, the National Par-
ent-Teachers Association, the Council
of Great City Schools, the Leadership
Conference on Civil Rights, the Council
of Chief States School Officers, the Na-
tional School Board Association, and
the National Governors Association.

There is no reason that school dis-
tricts should be forced to choose be-
tween quality and smaller classes, both
of which are equally important to stu-
dent achievement.

We cannot accept less than our chil-
dren deserve, which is quality teachers
and smaller classes. If that means in-
creasing the Federal investment in
education, so be it. Is $3 billion out of
a trillion-dollar tax bill too much to
ask for our Nation’s children? | do not
think so.

In fact, shortly, I will be offering an
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute that encourages the States and
districts to both improve teacher qual-
ity and reduce class size, and it pro-
vides them with adequate funding to
accomplish both.

If my colleagues are serious about
improving public education, they
should put their money where their
mouths are and support the Martinez
substitute and oppose H.R. 1995 in its
current form, which is the status quo.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. BALLENGER), one
of the important veterans of the com-
mittee.

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in favor of H.R.
1995. The Federal Government only
supplies about 5 or 6 percent of the
money to run our local schools but sup-
plies most of the controls on how it is
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used. As such, much of the funding is
lost in the State and Federal bureauc-
racies. If local officials want to use
Federal dollars to train teachers, re-
duce class size, or retain good teachers,
they must do it the Federal way, or
they do not get the money.

The Teacher Empowerment Act man-
dates that 92 percent of the funds must
go to the local level, not to the bu-
reaucracy, and may be spent at local
discretion if positive results can be
demonstrated. This proposal sounds al-
most too practical to be a Federal pro-
gram.

As we debate the Teacher Empower-
ment Act, much will probably be said
by the other side in opposition to the
bill which consolidates the President’s
“100,000 New Teachers’ programs and
other programs into a single funding
source. | would like to address this
issue briefly.

The bill requires that funds be used
to hire new teachers and reduce class
size. However, unlike the President’s
program, this bill allows localities to
determine the correct balance between
teacher quality and class size.

The President’s proposal actually
limits the funds available to teacher
quality initiatives to 15 percent of
total funds. With various studies show-
ing that teacher quality has a far
greater impact on student achievement
than does class size, | find the Presi-
dent’s cap on funds available for im-
proving teacher quality shortsighted
and detrimental to improving student
performance.

As the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. GOODLING) said, a student can
learn more in a class of 25 taught by a
highly qualified teacher than in a class
of 17 with a teacher who has few quali-
fications.

Our children deserve to be taught by
teachers who are qualified and pre-
pared to offer their very best. By using
Federal education dollars effectively as
outlined in the Teacher Empowerment
Act, we will move closer to that impor-
tant goal. A school’s strength comes,
in part, from the quality of its teach-
ers. Let us help our teachers be the
best that they can be by passing this
bill.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 4
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ha-
waii (Mrs. MINK).

(Mrs. MINK of Hawaii asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman from Missouri,
the ranking member, for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very impor-
tant moment in the development of
education policy by the Congress of the
United States. If we enact H.R. 1995 as
it is presently presented to this body,
we will be departing from one of the es-
sential ingredients in the enactment of
the first elementary and secondary
education bill in 1965.

That took 25 years to develop be-
cause of basic disagreements in how to
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structure Federal aid to education. It
was finally enacted because there was a
consensus agreement among all the
elements that competed for attention
with the understanding that it was the
neediest in our society that was most
deserving of the attention and tar-
geting of the limited Federal funds.

| think that is the issue today. Ev-
eryone recognizes the fact that we are
only talking about 6, 7, perhaps 8 per-
cent at the most of the total cost of
public education coming from the Fed-
eral government.

This is a minuscule amount of fund-
ing that the school systems can depend
upon from the Congress. Because the
amount is so limited, it is extremely
important that we target it to the
areas of the greatest need.

In looking over this legislation, H.R.
1995, the National School Board Asso-
ciation, the Council of Chief State
School Officers, the National PTA, the
Leadership Conference on Civil Rights,
and the American Federation of Teach-
ers all make the same observation,
that it sacrifices the essential element
of comprehensive Federal approach to
support of public education by its fail-
ure to continue to limit the targeting
to the most needy elements of our soci-
ety.

When we broke this teacher edu-
cation portion away from the ESEA,
we sacrificed that essential ingredient.
So | think, for all the reasons that I
have stated, notwithstanding many
compromises have been made in the
teacher development sections, that the
important departure that we must vote
against is the failure of the targeting.

The second is, in all these years that
we have been giving their districts
ESEA money and other kinds of money
in which the local school district cre-
ates the plan, creates the funding, one
of the great deficits is that, notwith-
standing the fact that the local school
agencies could determine how to spend
the monies, not enough emphasis has
been given to the reduction of class
size.

So, therefore, the second element
that is missing is the President’s ini-
tiative that says, of the small amount
of money that we are dedicating to the
improvement of the neediest in our so-
ciety, and that is to have smaller class-
rooms, we cannot sacrifice that initia-
tive.

The bill, H.R. 1995, removes all sepa-
rate funding for this initiative. So for
those two major reasons, notwith-
standing all the wonderful rhetoric and
so forth about teacher development
and the importance of the teacher in
our society, without those two ele-
ments, we sacrifice the greatest impe-
tus of moving forward and making sure
that the least in our society has a
greater opportunity to learn, to be-
come a part, a contributing part of this
society, and move towards their human
and individual potential.

So for those reasons, | urge that the
Martinez substitute which contains all
of these things that | have described be
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adopted. If that fails, | urge a ‘“no”
vote on H.R. 1995.
O 1400
Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, |

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Delaware (Mr. CASTLE), another sub-
committee chair from our committee.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, let me
thank the chairman and the gentleman
from California (Mr. McKEON) for their
extraordinary work on this particular
piece of legislation which | have looked
at.

I have been in every public school in
my State. By the way, | would not ad-
vise Members try that unless their
State is the size of Delaware. | can tell
my colleagues that | have spoken to
many, many teachers there, and | have
heard them worry about the Federal
role as far as education is concerned,
which is, as somebody said here, about
7 percent of all of the funding.

In Delaware we are already down to
17 pupils per teacher in our classes. We
do not need help with the extra teach-
ers. Why we are fighting so hard or why
some people on this floor are fighting
so hard to make sure we have this ex-
clusive provision in the Martinez sub-
stitute for just 100,000 teachers, | do
not know. | believe that the best way
to do this is what this bill does. It al-
lows the school districts to determine
the correct balance between teacher,
quality, and class size.

This bill allows States like Delaware,
school districts all over the United
States of America which are in compli-
ance with what has to be done with re-
spect to class size, to improve the qual-
ity of the teachers which they have. It
combines the best element of Goals
2000 and the Eisenhower program.
These are extraordinary programs.
This really gives us an opportunity to
uplift the quality of teachers across
the United States. But if a school dis-
trict wants to reduce its class size, it
can do it. If a State wants to reduce its
class size, it can do it.

So the legislation, in my judgment,
does all that it should do to help with
teacher quality, which is of over-
whelming importance. It sends the dol-
lars back to the classroom, back to the
States, back to the local school dis-
tricts. It actually promotes innovative
teacher reforms, and we have needed
this for years, which | think is excep-
tional.

The bill also ensures high quality
professional development. | think pro-
fessional development has been left be-
hind as far as teachers are concerned.
It also promotes math and science in
the Eisenhower program, which is of
overwhelming importance in this coun-
try. And of course it consolidates our
Federal programs.

So this legislation has much to offer,
and | would encourage everybody to
support it. Hopefully, we will have a
signing ceremony in the Rose Garden
helping the teachers and the students
of America someday.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WOOLSEY).
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Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in opposition to H.R. 1995. It is an okay
bill, but it is not okay enough; and our
children, their parents and our teach-
ers deserve something better than
okay.

H.R. 1995 walks away from last year’s
bipartisan commitment to reduce class
size in the early grades. H.R. 1995 com-
bines the funds that would reduce class
size with other funds, leaving school
districts without the guaranties that
they need to hire new teachers.

H.R. 1995 creates a block grant for
teacher training and includes class size
reduction into that very same block
grant. Yes, they permit reducing class
size, but they do not guaranty smaller
classes.

Anyone who knows the history of
Federal funding knows that once pro-
grams become part of a block grant,
they lose their funding. It just happens
that way, and it happens that way
every time, particularly programs for
the most needy.

Our students and their parents are
counting on us to reduce class size, and
they are counting on us to bring quali-
fied teachers to their schools. They
need and they deserve no less. They
need and they deserve both smaller
classrooms and qualified teachers, not
either/or.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues
to vote for the Martinez substitute and
against H.R. 1995.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. SOUDER), another out-
standing member of our committee.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, there
has been a little bit of confusion that |
wanted to try to clear up. The Chair-
man’s bill, and |1 congratulate him for
his initiative, has a first-year author-
ization of a little bit over $2 billion.
The substitute of the gentleman from
California (Mr. MARTINEZ) has $3 bil-
lion.

But we should not be confused here.
We are not the Committee on Appro-
priations. These questions will be re-
solved in the appropriations debate
later. For those who are concerned
about the particular dollar amount,
they ought to join the Committee on
Appropriations. This is the policy com-
mittee. The authorizing committee
sets the thrust of the policy of how we
are going to approach.

We had to come up with an initial
number in order to have it be scored so
we could go into the budget process
without it distorting and becoming, in
fact, a money debate. Right now the
Republican dollar amount there is far
greater than the Committee on Appro-
priations appropriates anyway. And,
quite frankly, if at the end of the year,
as we have many other years, a final
number is determined, the Committee
on Rules puts a waiver in to adjust the
dollars.

This is not a money debate, and ef-
forts to confuse outside groups by get-
ting endorsements and saying this is a
money debate, and by coming to the

July 20, 1999

floor and trying to make this a money
debate distorts the issue at hand.

The question is not whether we favor
class size reduction, because in fact
this bill allows all the dollars to be
used in class size reduction. The ques-
tion is do we trust our local school dis-
tricts, our local teachers, our local
principals to make decisions as to
whether they need to improve the qual-
ity of the teacher or whether they have
special-needs kids or whether they
need to make other decisions similar
to that within a very narrowly defined
context in order to have some flexi-
bility.

Some Members have spoken almost
with disdain about their local teachers
and schools as far as their ability to
make these decisions, whereas | have
great confidence in my local schools
and local school boards that, in fact,
they know whether they need better
teachers rather than reducing from 19
to 18 their class size, or whether they
need a better qualified teacher, or
maybe they have special-needs Kids
who are not being covered and that is
where their money is and they decide
that rather than diverting other funds

rather than use these funds. | trust
them to make that decision.

This is not about money; this is
about policy.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GREEN).

(Mr. GREEN of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I thank my good friend from Missouri
for allowing me this time to speak on
this legislation and talk about the need
for the Martinez substitute.

First of all, Mr. Speaker, one of the
concerns | have is the reauthorization
of the Elementary Secondary Edu-
cation Act. The majority side has split
it up into a number of pieces of legisla-
tion, and my concern is one of those
pieces may fall out. We have to educate
and think about the whole child and
the whole system and not just one part
of it. I am concerned that by having
different parts, we will not be able to
see the whole picture at one time. This
decision may sound good, but we need
to make sure that the Elementary Sec-
ondary Education Act is whole and not
just parts.

I heard my colleague from Hawaii
talk about Federal education funding
is only 6 or 7 percent of some school
budgets, and that is true. But in urban
districts, poor districts, with at-risk
children, sometimes the Federal money
is as much as 10 to 12 percent. So 6 to
7 percent is a dramatic part, and | have
some districts that need the Federal
education money just to provide the
education they need for those children.

H.R. 1995 needs to be amended by the
Martinez substitute to continue our
Nation’s commitment to our at-risk
children. We need to provide the assist-
ance to the States and the local com-
munities and local school districts
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where most of our education dollars
originate. They do not originate here
in Washington or even in Austin,
Texas. They originate in the local dis-
tricts.

My wife is a public high school teach-
er in the Aldine district in Houston,
and our two children went to public
schools. In my experience both as a
spouse and as a member of Congress, |
hear it every weekend when | go home
that class size is important. Whether it
is kindergarten through 4th grade, like
in Texas where we have 22-to-1, or
through the 12th grade, we need to
have smaller class sizes.

Teachers cannot teach if they are
simply managing that classroom. They
may be able to manage 35 children, but
they cannot teach. Teachers have to
impart knowledge, and that is what the
Martinez amendment would do, and
continue our efforts on that.

So | encourage people to support the
Martinez complete substitute.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON), a new Member
and a breath of fresh air on the com-
mittee.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Chairman, | com-
mend the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GoOoDLING) on this piece of
legislation, as well as the sub-
committee chairman, the gentleman
from California (Mr. McKEON). I com-
mend as well the work of the com-
mittee.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to ad-
dress my remarks specifically to the
difference between this bill and the
substitute that will soon be before us,
and | want to use the context of the re-
marks of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia when he introduced his sub-
stitute, or explained it.

He accused this bill, the Teacher Em-
powerment Act, of choosing quality
over quantity of teachers. And he is
right. But we must understand if we re-
ject this bill on that basis, we must ac-
cept his substitute in accepting quan-
tity over quality.

I want to submit some facts which
every Member of this Congress must
understand. First of all, there are not
100,000 certified teachers in the United
States of America available to be
hired. If there were, the State of Mas-
sachusetts would not be offering $20,000
bonuses to get teachers already em-
ployed in other States to come to
theirs.

If there were, the State of California
would not have had the unfortunate
circumstance it had when it reduced
classroom size, but it did unfortunately
with teachers teaching out of field and
out of certification. And in my own
State of Georgia there are public
school systems where as much as 40
percent of content is taught by teach-
ers out of field. Not because that is our
desire, but, Mr. Chairman, because the
fact is the talent is not there.

Teacher empowerment means staff
development. It means flexibility in
funding to see to it that those who
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have already committed their life to
teaching can be trained in field and in
service to become better teachers.

Those who want to fool us with the
ruse of one number is better than the
other, are putting their facts and their
future in numbers, not in the quality of
our teachers or, more importantly, the
education of our children.

When we choose to vote today, we
should reject the substitute, because
all it offers is quantity, with no qual-
ity. Instead, adopt the bill, which gives
our local systems the flexibility to find
the best teachers they can, improve the
good teachers they have, and make the
best decision for their children at the
local level, not in Washington.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, may we
have a time check?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. CLAY) has 14Y> min-
utes, and the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GOODLING) has 13 minutes
remaining.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. OWENS).

(Mr. OWENS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, all of the
other authorizing committees come to
the floor with comprehensive bills
dealing with the total problem. The
reason we are victimized here by gross
oversimplification and extreme claims
for what one particular action is going
to accomplish in the education area is
that we do not have a comprehensive
bill.

The Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Assistance Act has been balkan-
ized, and for a reason. This is part of a
guerrilla attack, strategically. When
the Republicans took control of the
Congress in 1995, they wanted to abol-
ish the Federal role in education, and
they did a head-on invasion, a direct
attack; and it failed miserably and the
American people rejected it. Now we
have a guerrilla operation. One beach-
head was established with the Ed-Flex
Act. Now this is a second beachhead
whereby we are challenging the Presi-
dent’s priorities; we are challenging
the role of the Federal Government.

They want to talk about flexibility,
but flexibility means no account-
ability. As we reduce the size and the
role of the Department of Education,
there is nobody to monitor anything.
We have a window of opportunity, a
great door of opportunity open right
now for some serious education reform
and we have some funds to back it up.
We do not have to keep robbing from
the poor. This bill is designed to pilfer
from the program’s funds that have
been targeted for the poor and spread
the same resources thinner.

We should stand up like the other
committees, get in line and ask for
more money. There is a surplus. Why
do we not ask for part of that surplus
to be devoted to investment in edu-
cation? Not expenditures on tax cuts
but investment in education.
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The best way to help Social Security
is to invest in education. Instead of
continuing to scramble money and rob
from one part of the sector for another,
let us move forward with a comprehen-
sive bill. Bring the Elementary and
Secondary Education Assistance Act to
the floor and let us discuss it as a com-
prehensive bill.

Now is the time to let the common
sense of the American voters come into
this House and guide the confused lead-
ers here. Their straightforward and
hard-headed point of view has said that
education is our number one priority.
The voters want to see some action.
Why can they not see some action in
terms of us asking for more resources?
Do not just keep playing around with
issues.

We should abandon this perverted
Robin Hood mentality where we are
robbing the poor in order to take care
of the rest of the sectors. The wealth of
today and the future will be measured
in brainpower. We should make edu-
cation a priority the way the American
people have made it and have a brain-
power production machine which is
thoroughly funded. And this committee
should lead that and not follow. This
committee should take the initiative
in demanding more resources for edu-
cation and not in balkanizing and trim-
ming what we have already.

We need a streamlined structure, a
streamlined approach to education re-
form, and we cannot get that without
bringing the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Assistance Act to
the floor and discussing it wholly. As
members of the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce we are denied
an opportunity to fully debate every
part and see how each part melds with
the other because we do not have a
comprehensive bill before us. We have
only this guerrilla attack